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ABSTRACT
i (a )
The purpose of this study was to assess the value 
of Project TEACH for the teachers of Alberta.
Past studies of Project TEACH were examined. Data 
was examined from Ontario, Ohio, Connecticut, Iowa, and 
British Columbia.
The Alberta study involved analyzing data collected 
on 521 Project TEACH questionnaires from 80.2 7„ of the 
650 original registrants in a total of 40 classes taught 
by 23 instructors in that province.
Findings indicated that, though less enthusiastic 
than Ontario respondents on the same evaluation forms, 
and despite a positively biased form, Alberta respondents 
were highly appreciative of certain aspects of the course: 
the verbal skills, the strategies and skills to reduce 
and handle confrontation and discipline decision making.
It was found that course participants with only
practice teaching experience were significantly more
enthusiastic about the use of humour In the classroom
component (z=76.079 @ £^.001), and in comparing TEACH
2to other professional training (oo =.0004 @ £^.001).
Administrators were found to be significantly more 
positive about certain aspects of the course than were regular 
or special teachers (namely: verbal skills, dealing with and 
reducing confrontation, counselling and POWER judgement). 
Specialist teachers (primarily special education and guidance 
counsellors) were more likely to already know the course skills 
than were administrators or regular teachers (z @ £^-.05).
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i(b)
It was recommended that certain components of the course
be stressed for various status and experience groups.
Further research into the needs of teacher-in-training 
in regard to the value of Project TEACH was recommended. In 
order to do this it was recommended that more college or 
university education faculty should actually take the course.
It was also recommended that further research be done to
assess the appropriateness of giving university credit for 
Project TEACH at either undergraduate or graduate level.
Further study to account for state or provincial 
differences in rating certain aspects of the course was 
recommended, especially in regard to teacher training 
practices.
It was recommended that the present PLS Project TEACH 
evaluation questionnaire be revised to make it more objective 
toward the course.
Further research, including replication of existing 
follow-up studies was deemed necessary.
Finally, it was recommended that not all teachers 
should choose this course over any other. Individual 
needs and the need for coached practice of skills in the 
classroom should also be considered.
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1I
INTRODUCTION
"The professional growth of teachers has two aspects.
The first is that aspect in which the individual teacher 
assumes responsibility for his own knowledge and competence.
The second aspect is that in which the professional needs 
of teachers are met.
The Association should develop means to motivate 
teachers to improve themselves and should see that 
opportunities are provided."
(The A.T.A. Members' Handbook, 1985, 164)
In keeping with its policy of professional development, 
the Alberta Teachers' Association (ATA) is involved in a 
number of activities. Part of its professional development 
focus is on improving the classroom effectiveness of teachers. 
Relative to this focus, the ATA has contracted with Performance 
Learning Systems Inc. (PLS) to provide the following courses: 
Project TEACH (Teacher Effectiveness and Classroom 
Handling)[C], PRIDE (Professional Refinements in 
Developing Effectivness)[C], Teaching Through Learning 
Channels [C], and Coaching Teachers to Higher Levels of 
Effectiveness [C].
PLS courses are offered in seventeen U.S. states, seven 
Canadian provinces, and the Yukon Territory. Sixty-six 
colleges and/or universities in North America grant academic 
credit for PLS courses, including Project TEACH. Five 
Canadian universities are included in that number: Brock,
M t . Allison, Victoria, Western Ontario, and York.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
2Project TEACH was the first course in the education 
field developed by PLS. It began In Alberta in 1982 
when the first group of instructors was trained. The 
ATA and PLS jointly train, and contract for the services 
of Alberta teachers as instructors to offer these 
courses in the province.
Project TEACH was developed by synthesizing and 
systematizing skills and strategies modeled by master 
teachers. All skills are supported by research. It is 
a 36 hour course designed to train educators in the use 
of highly honed fundamental skills to improve their 
teaching. The course is taught using standardized 
materials, format, and method. It involves the use of 
programmed learning workbooks, instructor and taped 
modelling skills, practice sessions involving role play, 
and assignments designed to be applied in schools. 
Participants are positively coached in their use of 
skills. Project TEACH class participants share and 
discuss examples and stories which illustrate the values 
of the specific skills and strategies covered in the 
course.
The Problem
Although the case has been made for the value of 
staff development programs and course offerings for 
continuing professional growth of teachers, there 
remains the problem of evaluating the effectiveness of
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
3the professional development in-service courses offered.
The problem presented in this study is to assess, 
as perceived by participants, the value and usefulness 
of the Project TEACH course in Alberta.
More specifically, the problem is to evaluate the 
degree to which the specific skills and strategies 
taught in Project TEACH are appreciated and deemed, by 
Alberta teachers,helpful enough to utilize in their 
teaching practice.
The ATA and PLS collect evaluation questionnaires 
completed by all Project TEACH participants, but the 
data on these forms had not been summarized or formally 
evaluated up to the time of this study.
The purposes of this study were to summarize and 
evaluate the data collected on the Project TEACH 
evaluation questionnaires and to make recommendations 
based on analysis of the data.
Related Literature
The author did an ERIC search for evaluative 
literature related to Project TEACH (Teacher Effectiveness 
and Classroom Handling) and discovered two references.
One was a study done by Les Howarth at Brock University 
in 1981. It is of questionable value due to sample 
paucity. The second was a descriptive review of the
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
4course published by the National Education Association 
(NEA) in 1981. (See Appendices B.5 and B.7 on p. 130 
and 166)
A letter written to PLS concerning evaluation of 
Project TEACH yielded data from: the Connecticut
Education Association, the Iowa Education Association, 
Buttel's Ph.D. study involving TEACH, the Ontario Public 
School Teachers' Federation, and the College of Mount 
Saint Joseph in Ohio.
Connecticut Project TEACH Data
The Connecticut Education Association data dated 
from 1975 and 1976. It consisted of summative sheets 
containing recorded answers of Project TEACH participants, 
from seven classes held in that state, to eight questions:
"1. What was your reason for taking the course?
2. Did the course meet your expectations? Please 
specify.
3. Would you recommend the course to a colleague? 
Why/Why not?
4. How would you rate the seminar as a whole?
5. I feel the effectiveness/lack of effectiveness 
of the course was due to ....
6. Was the format/number of sessions sufficient to 
meet the objectives of the course?
7. Would you be willing to re-evaluate this course 
six months from now, having had further time to 
seek to put into practice in your classroom, 
the techniques presented?
8. Other comments."
The Connecticut data was based on responses from the 
following classes:(See Table 1, p.5)
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5Table 1: Connecticut Study Project TEACH Classes
Place Year Sample Size
1 Bridgeport 1975 12
2 Hartford 1975 12
3 Canton 1976 18
4 Darien 1976 20
5 Manchester 1976 13
6 Newington 1976 15
7 Windsor 1976 22
Total 112
S u m m a r i e s  of t h e  C o n n e c t i c u t  d a t a  a r e  p r o v i d e d  f o r  
f i v e  of th e  q u e s t i o n s .  (See Table's 2, 3, 4, 5 & 6)
Table 2 2: C o n n e c t i c u t  Q u e s t i o n  #3
W o u l d  v o u  r e c o m m e n d  the c o u r s e to a col' . ea g ue ? i
1
C l a s s
i
Y e  s N o M a y b e
No
R e s p o n s e T o t a l  !
1 (12) 1007. — — —
i
12 i
2 (12) 1007. - - - I* 1
3 (18) 1007. - - - 18 i
4 (20) 1007. - - - 20
5 (  9) 697. (2) 157. (2) 157. - 13
6 (13) 877. - (2) 13% - 15
7 (19) 867. (1) 57. (2) 97. — 22
Total (103) 927. (3) 37. (6) 5% — 112
Connecticut data summaries were prepared by the author of 
the present study to aid in comparison to Alberta data.
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6Table 3: Connecticut Question #4
How would you rate the seminar as a whole?
Class Excellent Verv Good Good Fair Poor
No
Comment
1 ( 5) 42% ( 2) 17% ( 4) 33% (1) 8%
2 (11) 92% ( 1) 8% - - - -
3 (13) 72% ( 2) 11% ( 3) 17% - - -
4 ( 9) 45% ( 6) 30% ( 3) 15% (2) 10% - -
5 ( 5) 38% ( 1) 8% ( 4) 31% (2) 15% (1) 7% -
6 ( 5) 33% ( 6) 40% ( 3) 20% (1) 7% - -
7 ( 5) 23% ( 3) 14% (11) 50% (3) 14% .
(112)
Tota 1 (53) 47% (21) 19% (28) 25% (8) 7% (1).8% (1).8%
Valid?. 47.7% 18.9% 25.2% 7.2% 0.9% NA
Table 4: Connecticut Question #5
Effectiveness
descriptors
of Project TEACH as related to instructor
Positive Descriptors
Class Sample
i
Competent Supportive Positive
Sense ot 
Humour
1 12 ( 6) 50% (2) 17% (2) 17% 0
2 12 (12) 100% 0 0 0
3 18 (10) 55.6% 0 0 0
4 20 ( 7) 35% (2) 10% (1) 5% 0
5 13 ( 4) 30.8% 0 0 0
6 15 ( 7) 46.7% (4) 26.7% (1) 6.7% 0
7 22 ( 7) 31.8% (1) 4.5% (1) 4.5% 0
Total 112 (53) 47.3% (9) 8.0% (5) 4.5% 0
Negative Descriptors:(only 1/7)0.9%: non-dynamic in class #6
Connecticut respondents rated the course highly and related 
effectiveness of the course to instructor competency.
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7Table 5: Connecticut Question #6
Was
the
the number 
objectives
of sessions offered (10) sufficient to meet 
of the course?
Class Yes No
_ Comments 
Response
1 ( 10) 837. ( 2) 177.
2 ( 0) - (12) 1007. - Consensus:12 sessions needed
3 ( 15) 837. ( 3) 177. - 2 more sessions needed
4 ( 8) 407. ( U ) 557. (1)57. more sessions needed
5 ( 9) 697. ( 3) 237. (1)87. fewer sessions: 2,more: 1
6 ( 4) 277. ( U ) 737. - more sessions needed
7 ( 19) 867. ( 2) 97. (1)57.
(112)
Total (102)587. (44) 397. (3)37. input:12 sessions needed
After the Connecticut review, Project TEACH was extended from 
a ten-week to a twelve-week course, with one three-hour session 
per week.
Table 6: Connecticut Question#7
Would you be willing to re- 
from now?
evaluate this course six months
Class Yes No No Response
1 ( 10) 837. - (2) 177.
2 ( 12) 1007. - -
3 ( 18) 1007. - -
4 ( 19) 957. (1) 57. -
5 ( 12) 927. - (1) 8%
6 ( 12) 807. (2) 137. (1) 77.
7 ( 19) 867. (3) 147.
Total (102) 917. (6) 57. (4) 4%
Host Connecticut respondents were willing to take part in a 
follow-up evaluation.
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8Some of the comments made to other questions asked 
in the Connecticut study indicated that: (i) the format 
was generally considered good, but some participants had 
difficulty relating to the tapes; (ii) many respondents 
took the course for academic credit; (iii) many found 
Project TEACH to be a superior education course which 
had a positive effect on their classroom interactions 
with students; (iv) many found the instructor competency 
high; (v) some would have liked more focus on primary 
students.
Iowa Project TEACH Data
The Iowa State Education Association printed an 
evaluation summary in September, 1976. Their sample was 
comprised of 542 completed Project TEACH questionnaires. 
(See the appendix'copy of the Iowa summative 
questionnaire)
The Iowa questionnaire contained a number of 
questi-ons which were comparable to those on the official 
Project TEACH questionnaire used in Alberta. (See Table 7 
on the following page). Some Iowa data follows.
(Iowa summative questionnaire: Appendix B.7, p. 160)
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Table 7: Iowa Project TEACH Questions
(Alberta comparable question numbers in brackets)
•
1. Has the seminar increased your understanding of the 
classroom dynamics in the following areas:?
Q. Yes No Not Sure N.A.
(1.1) .1 verbal skills 536 4 2 0
(1.3) .2 non-confrontation 525 1 9 7
(1.6) .3 counselling^ 487 11 44 0
(1.2) .4 group problem solving 518 7 17 0
(1.5) .5 humour 406 55 51 30
(1.8) .6 problem solving 
(P.O.W.E.R.)
506 3 30 30
(5) 2. How do you rate the seminar as compared to other
educational or professional training you have taken?
The best 207 Superior 267 Comparable 62 Not as good 
(No answer: 3)
3
(2) 3. How do you rate the seminar as a whole? 
Excellent 473 Good 65 Fair 4 Poor 0 (N.A. 3)
(3) 5. How do you rate the competency of the instructor? 
Excellent 473 Good 65^  Fair 1_ Poor 0_ (N.A. 3^ )
(4) 5. How would you characterize the instructor, in your own
words?
(10) 8. Would you be willing to take part in a follow-up 
questionnaire in a year?
Yes 387 No 6 No Answer 1
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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Question number six on the Iowa questionnaire 
yielded some data on the ways in which the respondents 
found Project TEACH helpful. They indicated that the 
course had helped them to:
1. think more clearly before making decisions
2. make fewer impulsive decisions
3. find a reduction in confrontational situations
4. deal more constructively with confrontational 
situations
5. communicate better with students
6. make better decisions in use of time and energy
7. understand group dynamics better
8. read their own and students' body language better
9. feel more relaxed and smile more
10. feel better or less tired at the end of the day
11. think their students liked them and school more.
The Iowa summary also included a record of comments
made. These were compared to Alberta comments about 
Project TEACH (See page 9 ) and were very similar.
The Iowa data was comparable to Alberta data in 
sample size and on a number of questions. (See page 12) 
Ohio Project TEACH Data
The Ohio Education Association and Bowling Green 
University cooperated on a research study of Project 
TEACH in 1977. Their sample population was 303. Their
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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study data summary sheets are included in Appendix B.8.
The Ohio study compared the responses of teachers 
according to whether they were elementary or secondary 
teachers and according to three categories of teaching 
experience: 0 - 5  years, 6 - 1 0  years, and 10-plus years.
Based on numerical tabulation and arithmetical mean 
scores the Ohio study found Project TEACH to be successful 
for both elementary and secondary teachers at all 
experience levels at increasing the following behaviors:
1. Changing knowledge, attitudes and skills in the 
classroom.
2. Discerning student resistance from body language, 
tonality and words, and using the Project TEACH 
supportive skills to overcome these resistances.
3. Thinking carefully before deciding to keep the 
power, share the power or give the power and 
then to use the skills congruent with that 
decision.
4. Using "momentum strategies" in order to maintain 
the class concentration.
5. Using "non-confrontation strategies" in 
appropriate situations.
6. Using "approval statements", "student 
satisfactions", and "positive phrasing" to 
produce positive student classroom behavior.
7. Using the principles of the "P.O.W.E.R.
Judgement" in analyzing difficult situations.
Some of the Ohio questions were comparable to the 
Alberta questions. (See Table 8, p. 12)
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i
f Table 8:0hio Project TEACH Questions Applicable to Alberta Study
Ohio Question No. Corresponding Alberta Question No
A. 1 1.1
A . 6 1.1
A . 2 1.3
A. 5 1.4
A . 3
CO•
A . 11
CO•
T—I
B.2, B.3, B.4, B.5, B.6, B.10 7
The Ohio study Project TEACH participants found 
that the "Research Booklet" helped them understand 
proven practices in teaching.
The Ohio study found that elementary teachers, and 
teachers with over five years of experience, used 
"motivational strategies" more than did secondary 
teachers or teachers with under five years of experience.
Other findings from the Ohio study were that 
Project TEACH:
1. increased confidence in teaching skills
2. changed attitudes positively toward teaching 
and students
3. gave teachers a psychic lift
4. clarified practice of teaching as a precisely 
defined art.
5. led to a moderate overall improvement in 
teaching effectiveness.
A majority of the Ohio respondents indicated that 
they intended to review their Project TEACH notes as 
needed.
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Buttel's Study Involving Project TEACH
Theodore Buttel completed a Ph.D dissertation in 
1978 which examined the effect of Project TEACH in 
modifying teacher behavior. His study involved a sample 
of 72, with 36 each in the experimental and control 
groups. He concluded that Project TEACH did significantly 
change teacher behavior in the following ways: (Appendix A.4 
explains asterisked (*) terms below)(Appendix A.4, pp.103, 104)
1. Project TEACH increased the number of verbal 
skills options used by teachers.
2. Project TEACH increased the supporting verbal 
skills used by teachers.
3. Project TEACH increased the "Problem Solving 
Inquiries" and "Contingent Action Proposals" 
used by teachers.*
4. Project TEACH decreased the "Authority 
Statements", Disapproval Statements" and 
the "Negative Statements" used by teachers.*
Since the Buttel study does not directly relate to 
the present one, its abstract only will be Included in 
the appendix. (Seen Appendix B.3, p.124)
Ontario Data re: Project TEACH
The Ontario(Men's)Public School Teachers Federation 
(OPSTF) has been publishing yearly evaluation summary 
statistics on Project TEACH since it began offering the 
course in 1981. Their data summary is based on exactly
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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the same questionnaire as is used in Alberta. They 
provide cumulative data each summer to questionnaire 
numbers two, three, five, and eight. (See Appendix B.9, 
p.185)
In 1981 the Ontario total sample population was 
3,036. In 1982 their total sample population had risen 
to 3,795. By the summer of 1985 the cumulative 
population was 5,277. Ontario data was impressive 
because of the large sample involved over several years. 
(Ontario Project TEACH cumulative summary sheets are in 
Appendix B.9, p. 185)
In 1982, 71.07o of the Ontario respondents rated 
Project TEACH as excellent, while in 1985 the cumulative 
data showed 72.57® rating it excellent. This relates to 
question two on the Alberta questionnaire.
Regarding instructor competency, (question number 
three) in 1982, 82.77> of the respondents rated their 
instructors as excellent, compared to 84.47® on the 1985 
cumulative record.
In rating Project TEACH as compared to other 
professional training, the 1982 figure was 55.7% as 
"among the best" while the 1985 figure was 57.27®
"among the best".
When asked to conservatively forecast the increase
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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in effectiveness of working with students as a result
of taking Project TEACH, the 1982 group had 46.470
estimating a 407o increase, while in. 1985 figures
showed 45.87. averaging an estimate of 407» change.
The Ontario summaries included some demographic
information but it was not related statistically to
other questions. (See Appendix B.9,p.l85)
British Columbia
In The B.C. Teacher, March, 1985 which looked at
teacher and school effectiveness, two articles referred
to Project TEACH.
In MAn Open Letter on British Columbia's
Educational Effectiveness Programs" Linda Kaser
stressed that there is no one recipe for effectiveness
in the classroom. She made the point that "No recipe
suits everyone's tastes, every time, every where"
( op cit, 9). She continues:
I think all of the approaches have something 
to offer unless they are handled in an 
autocratic no-way-but-this-way fashion and 
some I quite like: Young Writers, naturally,
Teacher Effectiveness and Classroom Handling 
(TEACH), Teacher Expectations, and Student 
Achievement (TESA), and Effective Teaching 
Practices (a broadened version of 
Instructional Theory into Practice).
Kaser alsomake-s reference to teacher effectiveness
videotapes by Madeline Hunter, Bruce Joyce and the
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effectiveness researchers: Stallings, Rosenshine,
Evertson, et al. Kaser, who at that time was working for
the B.C.Ministry of Education’s Program Effectiveness
Branch, reported experience with many packaged in-service
programs, as well as observation in schools where teachers
had been involved in high quality effective teaching
programs. Kaser reported veteran teacher enthusiasm with
sources which reminded them "of things they already knew
about good teaching" and which gave them "a shared
professional vocabulary with which to discuss their work".
Kaser also mentioned how whole school staffs were involved
with TEACH, TESA, or Madeline Hunter programs and in
observing each other teach.
In "Canadian Perspective on Effectiveness Programs"
Geraldine Gilliss reports that "widespread use is made of
commercial materials such as Project TEACH and PRIDE, which
are effectiveness oriented and have some basis in research"
(op cit, 16). She concludes:
it is reassuring that informal links among 
practitioners are forming and that genuine 
attempts are being made to explore the total 
li terature In the area, rather than rely on 
packaged presentations.
These B.C. references are of interest in this study 
because they provide a view of the context of teacher 
in-service professional developement of which Project TEACH 
is only a small part.
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Somers B.C. Study
An enquiry to the British Columbia Teacher's 
Federation led to the location of an evaluation of 
Project TEACH done by Pat Somers. Somers, did a 
follow-up study of Project TEACH in British Columbia 
in 1982 with course participants a year or more after 
their completion of the course. She met with TEACH 
instructors to determine concerns for the follow-up 
questionnaire which she constructed. Choosing from 
a total population of 1,000, Somers sent her questionnaire 
to 350, randomly selected, B.C. Project TEACH graduates. 
Her final report was based on 75 returns (a 217. return 
rate). The Somers questionnaire had 50 questions.
Her questions did not directly relate to those asked 
on the Project TEACH evaluation questionnaire, but the 
summary and conclusion of her study were relevant to 
the Alberta study, and have been included in the 
Appendix B.ll along with a copy of her questionnaire.
This study will also comment on the Somers conclusions 
in its concluding section. Because the Somers sample 
only represented 7.57» (not a random sample)of the B.C. 
Project TEACH graduates, her findings should be 
regarded with caution. (Further study using the 
Somers follow-up questionnaire with a larger sample 
is recommended).
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College of Mount Saint Joseph Study
In 1983, the College of Mount Saint Joseph in Ohio 
released the results of a survey of 423 graduate 
education teachers who had taken Project TEACH and 
PRIDE two to seven years earlier. Most of the questions 
used in this survey were not directly applicable to 
the Alberta study. Data was not comparable to Alberta 
data because it involved a mix of PRIDE and Project 
TEACH data together.
A summary of the Mount Saint Joseph study data 
may be found in the Appendix B.4. (See Appendix B.4,p.127) 
The Mount Saint Joseph survey had respondents 
compare the Project TEACH course and instructors to 
other graduate level courses and instructors. Their 
findings were very positive. However on some questions 
the questionnaire almost guaranteed positive results 
because of the categories from which respondents were 
asked to choose. The rating scales offered more 
positive response choices than negative response 
choices: Excellent, Very Good, Good, Fair, Poor;
(It should be noted that the Alberta study was based 
on a questionnaire which also had a positive bias.)
Other
A review of literature in the staff development 
area of education revealed a reference to Project 
TEACH in Alfonso, Firth and Neville's book, Instructional 
Supervision, published in 1981 by Allyn & Bacon in 
Toronto. (See Appendix B.l, p.114)
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These authors mentioned the popularity of the 
course. They suggested that higher education 
institution "traditional offerings have been missing 
the mark". (Alfonso, Firth, and Neville, op cit, p. 406)
They underlined the need for such courses to be 
part of a comprehensive staff development plan so 
that they would be relevant to school staff and 
appropriately followed up and built upon by instructional 
supervisors.
In 1985, PLS published a book called Teaching —  
with T.E.A.C.H.. In the introduction Church and 
Hasenstab stated: "Project TEACH builds the successful 
effective verbal structures independent of grade 
level or teaching styles".
The book Is a descriptive treatment of the skills 
and strategies of Project TEACH and how they work In 
the classroom.
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II
IDENTIFICATION 
This chapter will deal with the need for the 
Alberta study, definitions of special terms used in 
Project TEACH,delineation of the research questions 
investigated, and the purpose of this study.
Need for the Alberta Study
The review of the literature regarding Project 
TEACH revealed that only three of the seventeen U.S. 
states involved with Project TEACH have had studies 
done on it: Connecticut, Iowa, and Ohio.
In Canada, of the seven provinces and one 
territory which have been teaching the course only 
two have had studies done Project TEACH: B.C. and 
Ontario.
Only four of the eight Project TEACH studies 
completed have had questions directly comparable to 
those on the official Project TEACH evaluation 
questionnaire now in use. (See Table 9, p. 21)
A comprehensive study of Alberta participant 
teacher responses to the official Project TEACH 
questionnaire should add to the limited Canadian and 
U.S. evaluation data on this popular course, as well 
as provide some direction for further professional 
development planning by the Alberta Teacher's 
Association (ATA).
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Table 9: Summary of Project TEACH Studies and Questions 
Comparable to Alberta Data
Study
Year of 
Study
Sample
Size
Questions Comparable 
to Alberta's
1. Connecticut 1975-76 112 #4, 5, & 7 comparable to 
Alberta's #2, 4, & 10
2. Iowa 1976 542 #1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 1.4, 1.5, 1.6 
2, 3, 4, 6d, e, g, & 8 
comparable to Alberta's #: 
1.1, 1.3, 1.6, 1.2, 1.5, 1.8 
5, 2, 3, 4, 1.3, 1.1, & 1.7
3. Ohio 1977 303 A.1, A.6, A.2, A.5, A.3, A.11 
& B — comparable to Alberta's 
#: 1.1, 1.1, 1.3, 1.4, 1.1, 
1.8, & 7
4. Buttel (U.S.) 1978 72 none directly comparable
5. Howarth (Ont.)
! i
1981 i 17 ! none directly comparable
6. Ontario(OPSTF) 1981-85 ' 5,277 | directly comparable:
( 2, 3, 5, & 8
! 7. Somers (B.C. ) 1982______ 75____ ! none directly comparable________
8. Mount Saint 1983 .423 none directly comparable
_____ Joseph(Ohio)
Special Definitions
All terms used on the Project TEACH evaluation questionnaire 
were understood by course participants, (see top of next page)
The course teaches 12 specifically labelled verbal 
skills and 19 defined teaching strategies for the 
purposes of: communicating effectively with students, 
resolving problems, dealing with confrontational 
situations, counselling students and parents, developing 
group dynamics and using P.O.W.E.R. Judgements aimed at
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winnability. (Summaries of the skills, strategies, and terms 
taught in Project TEACH may be found in the Appendix A.3,
p. 102 and A.4, pp. 103- and 104)
POWER refers to: Problem Identification, Ownership 
of the problem (whether it be teacher, student, or a 
shared responsibility to solve the problem), Winnability 
(which refers to the specific goal most likely to be
met to successfully solve the problem at hand), Evaluation
of which skills or strategies could effectively be used 
to meet the specific goal, and Reinforcement(which refers 
to the specific behaviors or methods the teacher will 
use to maintain the desired student behavior which was 
the desired goal of the problem solving exercise).
(The POWER Judgement worksheet from Project TEACH may 
be found in the Appendix A.3, p. 103)
The term "seminar" on the evaluation questionnaire 
is understood to refer to Project TEACH, PLS copyrighted 
course, as defined in the Introduction section of this 
thesis.
Research Questions
The research questions followed the numbering format
of the Project TEACH questionnaire (which may be found
In Appendix A.l, p.114 )
The study investigated the following:
1. Did Project TEACH help participants to
understand and increase their proficiency in:?
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.1 using the (12) verbal skills to 
communicate with students
.2 using the verbal skills to resolve 
problems
.3 dealing with confrontational situations
.4 reducing the.possibility or 
confrontation
.5 using humour in the classroom
.6 counselling with parents/students
.7 group dynamics
.8 discipline decision-making (POWER 
Judgement)
2. How did participants rate the course overall? 
(excellent, good, fair or poor?) (Note positive bias)
3. How did participants rate instructor competency? 
(excellent, good, fair or poor?) (Note positive bias)
4. How did participants describe instructors?
5. How did participants rate Project TEACH as 
compared to other professional training they had 
received?
(The best, among the best, comparable to most 
or not as good.) (Note positively biased wording)
6. To what "excellent" professional training was 
Project TEACH being compared? (Note bias)
7. What practical impact did Project TEACH have 
on participants1 teaching, in their opinion?
8. Conservatively, what percentage increase in 
effectiveness with students did respondents 
foresee as a result of taking Project TEACH?
9. How many respondents gave permission for their 
comments to be quoted?
10. How many respondents were willing to complete 
a follow-up questionnaire a year later?
(Two additional research questions were posed 
in this study: In regard to Question 3. namely
10.1 & 10.2)
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11. Would the overall rating of instructor competency 
increase for successive classes•taught by the 
same instructor?
(In regard to Questions 1, 2, 3, & 5.:)
12. Would ratings of the course and instructor vary 
significantly according to:?
a) sex of the respondents
b) grade levels taught
c) total years of teaching experience
d) whether the respondents were in specialist 
positions such as special educators, 
librarians, or counsellors
e) whether the respondents were administrators.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to analyze, 
comprehensively, the data generated on the Project 
TEACH evaluation forms in Alberta, comparing, where 
possible, to studies done elsewhere, in order to 
answer the research questions previously cited, and to 
make recommendations to facilitate future planning 
involving the use of Project TEACH.
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III
PROCEDURE
The sample for this study consisted of completed 
Project TEACH evaluation questionnaires from 521 Alberta 
Project TEACH participants. Evaluation questionnaires 
were collected by the Alberta Teachers' Association (ATA) 
which sponsors the course in that province. The 
following table (Table 10) shows sample distribution.
Table 10: Project TEACH - Alberta, Sample Distribution
Year
(September-September
Number
Registered
Number 
of Graduates
Number 
in Sample
1983-84 228 215 209
1984-85 422 403 312
Totals 650 618 521
Percentages 100% 95.1% 80.2%
The sample represents 80.27* of the total population 
of 650 who registered in Alberta Project TEACH classes, 
and 84.37* of the 618 graduates of Alberta Project TEACH 
courses in Alberta between September 1, 1983 and 
September 1, 1985.
The 1983-84 sample represented 91.77* of the original 
registrants and 97.27* of the graduates for that year.
The 1984-85 sample represented 73.97* of the original 
registrants and 77.47* of the graduates for that year.
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Data Collecting
Data was collected on the official PLS-developed 
Project TEACH Evaluation Questionnaire, which is included 
in the back of each programmed workbook supplied to 
each registrant. Each person who completed the course 
was given time during the final class session to complete 
the questionnaire. The form states: "Evaluation: To aid 
us in maintaining quality control, would you please 
complete this questionnaire." (A sample of the 
questionnaire is included in Appedix A.l, p. 100)
The questionnaires completed by respondents were 
returned to the Project TEACH instructors. These 
questionnaires produce three (3) copies. Each instructor 
keeps the bottom pink copies, then sends the white 
original and attached yellow copy to ATA headquarters 
at Barnett House in Edmonton. The ATA sends the yellow 
copies of all completed evaluation forms to PLS head 
office in New Jersey. The ATA retains all original 
completed questionnaires.
The author received 521 completed Project TEACH 
questionnaires from Dr. Julius Buski of the ATA at 
Barnett House, Edmonton in December of 1985.
These collected forms represented 80.27* of the 
total of 650 original registrants in a total of 40 
classes taught by 23 instructors in Alberta.
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Ethics
The ATA and the author did not wish to identify 
respondents or instructors by name, nor to compare 
instructors.
The instructors were coded randomly by number so 
that the numbers did not correspond with their order on 
the ATA-PLS instructors list.
Project TEACH questionnaires were grouped together 
according to classes, and individual forms were 
identified by consecutive numbers. Forms dated after 
September 1, 1985 were excluded.
Individual privacy was protected by using numbers 
instead of names to identify specific forms, classes, 
and instructors. Locations of the courses were not 
coded.
When a smaller sample was needed to examine comments 
made on an open ended question, (number seven) every 
tenth form was chosen. When the tenth form did not have 
a signature giving permission for answers to be quoted, 
or did not have an answer, the next form in consecutive 
order, which met those criteria, was selected.
Treatment
This was a descriptive-comparative study.
All participants were members of Project TEACH 
classes taught in Alberta between September 1, 1983 and 
September 1, 1985. t
Many participants were subsidized financially to
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
28
some extent for course costs. Registration fees for 
the course began at one hundred dollars ($100.00) each 
rising to one hundred and twenty dollars ($120.00) in 
the Summer of 1985.
The fact that many Alberta Project TEACH registrants 
were subsidized financially for taking the course may 
have had an effect on the composition of the sample. 
Attendance was a matter of choice in pursuing 
professional development.
Financial subsidization may have occurred for 
other studies also. The fact that some teachers took 
this course for academic credit may also add to its 
appeal.
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IV
ANALYSIS OF DATA 
This chapter will present an analysis of each of 
the research questions previously listed. The reader 
must bear in mind that the research questions'and 
collected data are collected from the official PLS 
Project TEACH Evaluation Questionnaire, which 
is biased in favor of the course. Another factor 
to be kept in mind is that one of the skills 
purposely taught in the course is that of positive 
thinking. This also undoubtedly influenced participant 
responses.
A summary of findings involving comparison with 
other studies and internal comparisons of the Alberta 
study based on the PLS questionnaire will complete this 
chapter.
Analysis of Data According to Research Questions 
Re: Question 1
"1. Has the seminar increased your understanding
of and proficiency in the following areas?
1.1 Communicating with students (verbal skills)
1.2 Resolving problems (verbal skills)
1.3 Dealing with confrontational situations
1.4 Reducing the possibility of confrontation
1.5 Using humour in the classroom
1.6 Counselling with parents/students
1.7 Group dynamics
1.8 Discipline Decision Making (POWER Judgement)” 
The answers to the above were counted and calculated
by percentages and valid percentages ( since respondents
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occasionally refrained from answering certain questions).
Valid percentages indicate percentage response from
those who actually answered each question. Table 11, page 32,
shows the statistical analysis of Alberta teachers to
the first question section.
Analysis of statistical data on all parts of 
Question one revealed that a majority of Alberta 
respondents believed that Project TEACH had increased 
their understanding and proficiency in all areas.
(See Table 11, p.32)
The verbal skills were best learned ( 1.1 & 1.2), 
both scoring above 907. "yes" response rates.
Dealing with confrontation (1.3 & 1.4) and 
discipline decisions (POWER Judgement)(1.8) were next 
best learned. All scored above 807. "yes" response rate.
Counselling and group dynamic skills and strategies 
(1.6 & 1.7) both scored above 707. "yes" response rate.
Using humour in the classroom ranked lowest at 
57.17. "yes" response rate.
The Alberta data results from Question one were 
compared to some figures for the Iowa and Ohio studies 
(See Table 12, p.32). For purposes of comparison, 
the author selected the "Yes, increased understanding" 
answers in the Iowa study, and the "3" column in the 
Ohio study which indicated that since taking Project
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TEACH the teachers were using the skills more in the 
classroom.
Q.l Results of Test of Difference Between Proportions
1.1 use of verbal skills (z=15.57; p^.001)
(Alberta and Iowa responses higher than Ohio)
1.2 verbal skills in problem solving
(Alberta and Iowa both valued highly, Ohio NA)
1.3 dealing with confrontation (z=4.88; p^.001) 
(Alberta and Iowa responses Higher than Ohio)
1.4 reducing confrontation (£=6.56; p^.001)
(Alberta higher than Ohio, Iowa HA)
1.5 use of humour (£=1.7888651; no sig. dif.)
(Alberta and Iowa similar, Ohio NA)
1.6 no data to compare to Alberta sample
1.7 no data to compare to Alberta sample
1.8 POWER Judgement (z=.19,z=.68; no sig. dif.) 
(Alberta lower than Iowa and higher than Ohio)
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Table 11: Alberta Responses to Question One
Responses:
4
Yes No,
3
skillful before No,
2
no improvement
1
Not sure
Question
Actual 
Sample No. Valid % No. Valid % No. Valid % No.
Valid
%
1.1 518 486 93.8 14 2.7 4 0.7 14 2.7
1.2 518 477 92.1 10 1.9 2 0.4 29 5.6
1.3 516 459 89.0 8 1.6 3 0.6 46 8.9
1.4 515 444 86.2 23 4.5 5 1.0 43 8.3
1.5 511 292 57.1 106 20.7 43 8.4 70 13.7
1.6 510 398 78.0 29 5.7 4 0.8 79 15.5
1.7 511 374 73.2 19 3.7 17 3.3 101 19.8
1.8 509 408 80.2 8 1.6 7 1.4 86 16.9
NOTE: Valid percent means percentage of actual responses, omitting the "no response" group
Table 12: Comparison of Alberta, Iowa, and Ohio Data on Question One 
in Regard to Positive Effects of Project TEACH
Positive Learning & Ohio, 1977 Iowa, 1976 Alberta, 1985
Q. Use of Project TEACH in: Sample: 303 Sample:542 Sample: 521
1.1 * verbal skills with students 74% 98.9% 93.8%
1.2 resolving problems NA 95.6% 92.1%
(verbal skills)
1.3 * dealing with confrontation 73% 98.1% 89.0%
1.4 * reducing confrontation 58% NA 86.2 %
1.5 humour in the classroom NA 79.3% 57.1%
1.6 counselling NA NA 78.0%
1.7 group dynamics NA NA 73.2%
1.8 POWER Judgement 51% 93.8% 80.2%
* E <£.001 (z)
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Re: Question 2
This question asked respondents to rate the 
course overall as: Excellent, Good, Fair, or Poor. 
Table 13 shows the distribution of Alberta responses 
to this question:
Table 13:0verall Rating of Project TF.ACH in AlbertaC0.2)
4 3 2 1
Excellent Good Fair Poor
No. Valid 7. No. Valid % No. Valid 7. No. Valid 7.
282 54.8 2ng 40.5 21 4.1 3 0.4
Actual Sample waq (521 — 5) on this question
The Alberta teachers rated Project TEACH highly, 
54.87, rating it as "Excellent", and 40.57, rating it 
as "Good".
Alberta answers to Question 2 may be compared 
to responses in Connecticut, Iowa, and Ontario studies 
to the same question. (See Table 14)
Table 14: Overall Ratings of Project TEACH in Alberta, 
Connecticut, Iowa, and Ontario 
(NOTE: All Percentages Given are Valid)
Place Year
Actual
Sample Excellent
Very
Good Good Fair Poor
Connecticut 1975 111 47.7% 18.9% 25.2% 7.2% 0.9%
Iowa 1976 539 82.0% NA 17.3% 0.7%
Ontario 1981-85 5,214 73.4% NA 26.1% 0.5%
Alberta 1984-85 516 54.8% NA 40.5% 4.1% 0.6%
Alberta and Connecticut teachers were significantly less 
favorably disposed to Project TEACH than the combination 
of Iowa and Ontario teachers. (z=66.8; £^.001)
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Because the Connecticut study offered respondents 
an extra rating choice of Very Good, the distribution 
of its responses varied.
Clearly, a majority of Project TEACH participants 
in Alberta, Connecticut, Iowa, and Ontario considered 
the course to be "better than good".
It should be noted that a more balanced scale 
would give a better reading on this question, 
eg. Excellent, Above Average, Average, Below Average, Poor. 
Re: Question 3
This question asked respondents:"How do you rate 
the competency of the instructor?" Table 15 shows 
the distribution of Alberta responses to this question:
Table 15:Alberta Ratings of Project TEACH Instructor Competency
Q.3 4 3 2 1
Rating: Excellent Good ' Fair Poor
number 366 146 2 2
Valid 7. 70.9% 28.3% 0.4% 0.4%
j  No answer: 5______Actual Sample; 516
A significant percentage of Alberta respondents 
rated Project TEACH instructors as Excellent in 
competency.
Iowa and Ontario statistics regarding instructor 
competency were compared to Alberta statistics.
(See Table 16,p.35)
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Table 16: Comparison of Project TEACH Instructor Competency 
Ratings in Alberta, Iowa and Ontario (Q.3)
Place Year
Actual
Sample Excellent Good Fair Poor
Alberta
Iowa
Ontario
1984-85
1976
1981-85
521
539
5,233
70.9%
87.8%
85.2%
28.3%
12.0%
14.6%
0.4%
0.2%
0.3%
0.4%
nil
nil
A majority of respondents rated Project TEACH 
instructor competency as "Excellent" in Alberta, Iowa, 
and Ontario.
The Alberta respondents were significantly less
favorable in rating instructors "Excellent" than those in 
Iowa and Ontario. (z=12.06;£^.05)
Re: Question 4
The fourth question on the Project TEACH evaluation 
questionnaire asked respondents: "How would you 
characterize the instructor?" The author classified 
descriptions into four categories for coding responses 
to this question: Competent, Supportive, Positive, and 
Sense of Humour.
Table 17 explains how specific instructor 
descriptors were coded. (See Table 17 on p. 36)
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Table 17: Classification of Instructor Descriptors
Competent Supportive f Positive |Sense of Humour
thought provoking sensitive to class i  enthusiastic
!
fun loving
knowlegeable warm hearted j  vibrant jovial
informative encouraging i happy laughed easily
well prepared very approachable cheerful joking
well organized personable optimistic enjoys humour
effective warm entertaining humourous
interesting sympathetic hopeful punny
dedicated accepting pleasant comedian
committed kind interested jokester
resourceful friendly comfortable
efficient emphatic dynamic
consciencious earnest enjoyable
motivating good listener outgoing
great caring energetic
super sincere vital
good role model 
professional
i'
helpful
understanding
altruistic
concerned
receptive
vivacious
The following table summarizes the Alberta data
received in answer to Question four.
Table 18:Analysis of Project TEACH Instructor Descriptors in Alta.
Descriptor Positive Negative Not Mentioned
4.1 competent (311) 59.7% 0 (210) 40.3%
4.2 supportive (300) 57.6% 0 (221) 42.4%
4.3 positive (198) 38.0% 0 (323) 62.0%
4.4 sense of humour ( 54) 10.4% 0 (467) 89.6%
There were no negative statements made about Alberta
instructors in regard to the four categories chosen.
A majority of respondents described Alberta instructors 
as competent and supportive.
Alberta descriptors were compared to descriptors 
given by Connecticut and Iowa respondents.
(See Table 19, p.37)
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Table 19:Comparison of Instructors Descriptors in Three Studies
Study Competent Supportive Positive Sense of Humour
Connecticut (112) 47.3% 8.0% 4.5 % 0
Iowa (542) 29.5% 24.9% 28.0% 2.2%
Alberta (521) 59.7% 57.6% 38.0% 10.4%
The Alberta instructors were referred to as
competent and supportive to a higher degree than in
the Iowa and Connecticut studies.
There are different possible explanations for
this. The Alberta instructors may have been better.
On the other hand, Iowa and Connecticut respondents may
have listed different instructor qualities.
Re: Question 5
"How would you rate Project TEACH as compared
with other professional training you have had?
The best I've taken Among the best
Comparable to most Not as good".
A summary of Alberta responses is shown in
Table 20.
Table 20 : Project TEACH Compared to Other Professional 
Training in Alberta
Among Comparable Not No
Best the Best to Most as Good Response
no. 90 285 109 6 31
% 17.3% 54,7% 20.9% 1.2% 6.0%
Valid % 18.4% 58.2% 22.2% 1.2% NA
The majority of Alberta teachers considered Project 
TEACH among the best of professional training courses 
they had taken.
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Iowa and Ontario statistics compared to Alberta 
figures also supported the view of Project TEACH as 
among the best of professional training courses 
participants had taken. (See Table 21)
Project TEACH was considered "Among the Best" of 
professional courses taken in all three studies.
Table 21: Project TEACH Compared to Other Professional Courses ; 
in Three Studies (sig.@ jj>=.05)
Best
Among 
the Best Comparable
Not
as Good
No
Response
Alberta % response 17.3% 54.7% 20.9% 1.2% 6.0%
Towa % response 38.2% 49.3% 11.4% 0.6% 0.6%
Ontario % response 32.8% 57.2% 7.4% 0.2% 2.4%
Alberta valid % 18.4% 58.2% 22.2% 1.2% NA
Iowa valid % 38.4% 49.5% 11.5% 0.6% NA
Ontario valid % 33.5% 58.7% 7,6% 0.2% NA
!
Variety of professional development offerings, 
cumulative effects, quality of teacher training and/or 
instructor personality differences may account for these 
differences.
It is not known what proportions of respondents 
had taken the other courses. Further research in this 
area could yield better data about judgement foundations. 
Re: Question 6
"Please name other excellent professional training 
you have had".
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The responses to Question six were coded according 
to 14 specific categories. These are listed in Table 22 
in descending order of the frequency with which they 
occurred.
Table 22: Professional Courses to Which 
Compared in Alberta
Project TEACH was 
(Q.6)
# Category
Approx.
Hours No. Percent
1. University courses 40 132 25.3%
2. Specialist Council seminars vary 35 6.7%
3. Barbara Coloroso 3 32 6.1%
4. Assertive Discipline 6 22 4.2%
5. TET (Teacher Effectiveness Training > vary 20 3.8%
6. Steve Barkley Workshops 40 17 3.3%
7. Counselling Training vary 16 3.1%
8. TESA (Teacher Expectatons & 10 16 3.1%
9.
Student Achievement) 
McCracken vary 15 2.9%
10. Lou Yaniw, discipline 3 14 2.7%
11. Magic Circle/Innerchange vary 12 2.3%
12. Madeline Hunter vary 9 1.7%
13. Parenting/Family Life 40 7 1.3%
14. Leadership Training 40 5i 1.0%
More respondents compared Project TEACH to university 
courses than to any other professional training.
Project TEACH was not credited at Alberta universities 
at the time of the study.
Re: Question 7
Question seven asked respondents to describe any 
effects Project TEACH had on their teaching and asked 
if they foresaw effects on their future teaching.
The information for this question was coded
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according to whether the respondents saw effects on 
their immediate teaching and whether they foresaw future 
effects. The author coded responses as Positive, 
Neutral, or Negative in terms of perceived effects of 
Project TEACH. Responses which included both negative 
and positive aspects were coded Neutral. Examples of 
how responses were coded follow:
Positive Response Examples
1. I ’ve found myself thinking of strategies 
from Project TEACH that will work for me 
in the classroom.
2. I'm more aware of situations that could 
lead to confrontation.
3. This course has given me a positive 
outlook in my teaching.
Neutral Response Examples
1. I'm not sure if the course has helped.
2. I became aware of what skills I was 
already using.
3. It's too early to tell the effect.
4. I liked sharing ideas and learning the 
verbal skills, but I thought the tapes 
were boring and disliked the role-plays.
Negative Response Examples
1. This course may be helpful for new 
teachers but I didn't learn anything 
new from it.
2. Project TEACH relies too heavily on 
programmed learning and tapes.
3. I found the course dragging on too long.
(NOTE: the examples are paraphrased from author 
readership of sample responses)
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Statistics regarding responses to Question seven 
are found in Table 23:
Table 23: Perceived Impact of Project TEACH on Teaching
(7.1) Now Now & Future Future No Response
no. 301 62 89 69
X 57.8 11.9 17.1 13.3
Valid 7. 66.6 13.7 19.7 NA
Positive Neutral Negative
(7.2) Response Response Response No Response
no. 477 26 4 14
X 91.6 5.0 0.8 2.7
Valid 7. 94.1 5.1 0.8 NA
There was a clearly perceived positive effect of 
Project TEACH on present teaching by the Alberta 
respondents in the short term, more so than in the 
long term.
In order to do a frequency count of actual comments 
written in answer to Question seven a random sample of 
n=52 was chosen from N=521 by choosing every tenth 
questionnaire. Of the 52 thus chosen sometimes there 
were no comments written for number 7, while other 
times the respondents did not sign number 9, which gave 
permission for comments to be quoted. When such cases 
occurred, the next consecutive sheet from N=521 which 
had comments for number 7 and which had been signed was 
included in the sample. (A list of the forms composing 
n=52 may be found in Appendix A.7, p.107)
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Table 24 shows the paraphrased responses which 
occurred with a frequency above 10% in answer to number 
7 question in the Alberta sample.
Table 24: Comments on the Impact of Project TEACH (n=52)
29% I'm more positive.
25% It reinforced and confirmed my tactics.
21% It made me conscious of choosing skills and strategies.
21% I'm much more aware of choices, options and alternatives. 
21% I am more relaxed and confident in the classroom.
19% I use non-confrontation strategies more now.
15% It has improved my interpersonal/counselling verbal skills. 
13% I plan ahead more and am a more thoughtful teacher.
13% The strategies are very helpful; I use them more.
13% The verbal skills are very helpful.
The comments made to Question seven were comparable
to positive answers given to Questions 1, 2, 3, 5, & 8.
Students of all instructors were represented in the n=52
sample group.
Comments made in the Alberta study were similar
to comments made in other Project TEACH studies:
Connecticut, Iowa, Ohio, and British Columbia(Somers).
Re: Question 8
'•Conservatively, how much of an increase in 
effectiveness with students do you foresee as a 
result of taking Project TEACH? %".
Table 25 shows the Alberta Ontario answer
distribution to Question eight. (See Table 25 on p.43)
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The question is of less objective certainty since 
it asks for a prediction. When Ontario and Alberta 
responses to this question were graphed, significant 
differences showed at points A, B, & C in Figure 1 
below. Only at point X did responses coincide.
Table 25: Perceived Increase in Effectiveness as a Result of 
Project TEACH — Alberta and Ontario Compared
1
0-19%
2
20^39%
3
40-59%
4
60-79%
5
80-100%
NO
Response
Alberta
no.
%
Valid %
51
9.8
12
152
29.2
36
114
21.9
27
58
11.1
14
45
8.6
11
101
19.4
NA
Ontario
no.
%
Valid %
344
6.5
8
1,283
24.3
30
1,134
21.5
27
956
18.1
22
561
10.6
13
999
19.0
NA
Figure 1: Graph Showing Distribution of Alberta and Ontario 
Answers to Question 8.
(Perceived Increase in Effectiveness- as Result of Course)
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Since "increase in effectiveness" is not 
operationally defined or measured, this question really 
means that people are estimating about a subjective 
effect of TEACH. The interesting finding of the result 
is that respondents in Alberta perceived Project TEACH 
to have less value toward increasing their effectivenes 
with students than did Ontario participants.
Re: Question 9
This question asked respondents to sign the form 
to give permission for their comments to be quoted.
The number of respondents who signed their names for 
this question was 308, which meant that 59.17* of the 
Alberta sample gave permission to have their remarks 
quoted.
Re: Question 10
"Would you be willing to complete a follow-up 
questionnaire in a year?"
The responses to this question were largely 
affirmative.(See Table 26)
Table 26:Wlllingness to Complete Follow-up
Questionnaire a Year Later(Alberta)
Yes No No Response
Number 449 50 22
Percent 86.2% 9.6% 4.2%
For purposes of follow-up it would be wise to 
consider the non-responders as "No" answers.
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The Connecticut and Iowa studies also asked 
follow-up questions. (See Table 27 for comparison)
Table 27: Comparison of "Follow-up Question" Responses in 
Connecticut, Iowa and Alberta Studies
Responses Yes No No Response Sample Size
Connecticut
Iowa
Alberta
91.0%
96.87.
86.27.
5.07.
1.5%
9.6%
4.07.
1.87.
4.27.
112
400
521
NOTE: Connecticut suggested a follow-up in 6 months, the
others in one year.
A high majority of respondents in all studies were 
willing to complete follow-up questionnaires.
Re: Research Question 11
"Would the overall rating of instructor 
competency increase for successive classes 
taught by the same instructor?"
(relating to Question 3)
To investigate this question a computer cross
tabulation of data for answers to Question three for
each course, taught by the same instructor, was run.
Chi-square tests, Fisher's Exact Tests, and Analysis of
Variance were run on the data. No significant
differences were found in responses from classes who
had the same instructors. Instructors received a
majority of Excellent ratings in all classes, with no
significant variations in successive classes. (p^=".05)
Re: Research Question 12
"Would ratings of the course and instructor 
vary significantly according to: ?
a) sex of the respondents
b) grade levels taught
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c) total years of teaching experience
d) whether the resondents were in 
specialist positions
e) whether the respondents were administrators"
Cross tabulations of data were done to compare 
responses by various demographic groups. The Chi-square 
Test (ocr) and the Test of Difference between 
Proportions (z) were used to determine statistically 
significant differences between group responses,
a ) Sex
Comparing evaluations of resondents by sex 
resulted in a problem: The sex of 64(12.47») of 
the sample could not be determined during coding 
due to the fact that some respondents only used 
initials or had names which could be used by 
either sex. These 64 respondents were therefore 
deleted from the sample when the factor of sex 
relating to responses was investigated. Table 28 
illustrates the answere given to Quesion one by 
the sample group of 457 by the two sexes.
Table 28 : % Responses , by Sex, for Question One
4 3 2 1
No, already No Not
Yes skillful improvement Sure
Q M F M F M F M F
1.1 93.3% 94.0% 3.7% 2.2% 1.5% 0 .6% 1.5% 3.1%
1.2 94.8% 92.2% 1.5% 1.6% — 0.3% 1.7% 6.0%
1.3 94.0% 88.1% 2.2% 1.3% — 0 .6% 3.7% 10.1%
1.4 89.6% 86.4% 3.7% 4.7% 1.5% - 5.2% 8.8%
1.5 57.3% 60.1% 23.7% 16.8% 9.2% 8.9% 9.9% 14.2%
1.6 85.0% 77.6% 4.5% 4.5% — 1.0% 10.5% 16.9%
1.7 78.9% 71.3% 3.0% 4.1% 2.3% 3.2% 15.8% 21.3%
1.8 80.0% 81.1% l_ 0.7% 1.6% 2.2 % 0 .6% 4'. 5% 16.7%
Average 84.4% •H00 5.4% 4.6% 2.0% 1.9% 6.9% 12.1%
NOTE: Sample Included 135 males( 30%) and 319 females(70%)
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Males and females did not differ significantly in 
their responses to Question number one on the 
questionnaire. The sample examined, being composed of 
707o females, may or may not have been representative of 
the Alberta teaching population.
Answers given by the two sex groups to Question two 
are found in Table 29.
Table 29: 7. Responses, by Sex, for Question Two 
(Overall Ratine of Proiect TEACH)
Males Females Total Sample
1. Poor — 0.6% 0.6%
2. Fair 3.07. 3.8% 4.1%
3. Good 39.8% 39.8% 40.5%
4. Excellent 57.1% 55.87. 54.8%
The responses of males and females did not vary
significantly in over all course ratings.
Answers given by the two sex groups to Question 
three are found in Table 30.
Table 30: % Responses, by Sex, Re:Instructor Competency(Q.3)
Rating Males Females Total Sample
1. Poor — 0 .6% 0.4%
2. Fair — 0.37. 0.4%
3. Good 25.6% 26.3% 28.37.
4. Excellent 74.4% 72.8% 70.9%
Male and female responses regarding instructor
quality, similar to course rating responses, did not 
show.significant differences.
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When it came to rating Project TEACH compared to 
other professional training the male and female 
responses were again compared (See Table 31)
Table 31: % Responses, by Sex, of Project TEACH Ratings 
as Professional Training (Q.5)
Rating Males Females Total Sample
1. Not as Good — 1.0% 1.2%
2. Comparable to Most 14.4% • 24.3% 22.2%
3. Among the Best 65.9% 55.7% 58.2%
4. The Best 19.7% 19.0% 18.4%
There were no significant differences between the
sexes to Question five, or any other questions on the 
Alberta survey.
b ) Grade Levels Taught
Chi-square Tests and Tests of Difference between 
Proportions found no significant differences in 
responses to any questions studied in terms of 
grade levels taught by Alberta respondents.
These findings support the Ohio Education 
Association/Bowling Green University study which 
found no significant differences in responses between 
elementary teachers and secondary teachers in Ohio. 
(See Appendix B.8,p. 174)
Because Alberta has junior high schools the 
grade level groupings varied but there were still 
no significant differences found.
The Alberta Results Tables in regard to 
grade level groupings are included in Appendix A.9. 
(See Appendix A.9,p.110)
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c ) Total Years of Teaching Experience
Total years of teaching experience were categorized
according to the following groups:
1. practice teaching only
2. one to five years
3. six to ten years
4. eleven to fifteen years
5. sixteen years or more
The charts illustrating answers of respondents 
were grouped accordingly.
The 1% of teachers in the sample who had only 
practice teaching were unanimous in valuing the verbal 
skills for communicating with students (1.1, See 
Table 32).
Because the Alberta sample only had 17» of its 
respondents in the "practice teaching only" group, the 
Chi-square Test did not find significance in the different 
responses of this group except for 1.5. (See Table 36,p.51)
Table 32: Responses to Question 1.1 According to Years of 
Experience Groupings (Communicating)
Cum. 
Yrs . 4 3 2 1
Exper. Yes No, skillful No change Not sure % of N
P.T. 100.0% 1.0
1-5 92.4% 2.9% 1.2% 3.5% 33.5
6-10 97.2% 1.8% — 0.9% 21.4
11-15 91.5% 3.4% 1.7% 3.4% 23.1
16+ 94.4% 2.7% — 2.8% 21.0
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Table 33: Responses to Question 1.2 According to Years 
Experience Groupings (Resolving problems)
of
Cum.
Yrs. 4 3 2
Exper. Yes No, skillful No change Not sure % of N
P.T. 80.07. 20.0% 1.0
1-5 93.6% 2.3% 0.6% 3.57. 33.5
6-10 89.97. 3.7% 0.97. 5.5% 21.4
11-15 94.9% — — 5.1% 23.1
16+ 89.7% 1.9% - 8.4% 21.0
Table 34: Responses
Experience
to Question Q.3 According to Teacher 
Groupings(Dealing with Confrontation)
Cura.
Yrs. 4 3 2
Exper. Yes No, skillful No change Not sure % of N
P.T. 100.0% — .. _ 1.0
1-5 89.4% 1.27. 0.6% 8.8% 33.5
6-10 89.9% 1.87. — 8.3% 21.5
11-15 87.27. 3.47. — 9.4% 23.0
16+ 88.8% - 1.97. 9.37. 21.1
When Chi-square Testing did not reveal significant 
differences between groups, the Test of Difference 
between Proportions was done on this data. The following 
list summarizes the findings regarding significance for 
experience groups:
Qj_ Comparison s dif.
1.1 P.T. compared to 
P.T. compared to
1-5 and 11-15: 
6-10 and 16+:
not
not
sig.
sig.
(z=l.919) 
(z=.529)
1.2 P.T. compared to 
P.T. compared to
6-10 and 16+: 
1-5 and 11-15:
not
not
sig.
sig.
(z=.825)
(z=1.34)
1.3 P.T. compared to 
P.T. compared to
I-5 and 6-10:
II-15 and 16+:
not
not
sig.
sig.
(z=.963) 
(z=.754)
1.4 P.T. compared to 
P.T. compared to
I-5 and 6-10:
II-15 and 16+:
not
not
sig.
sig.
(z=.963)
(z=.825)
w -
1.5 (humour)Chi-square Test showed sig. (oG sig. = .
1.6 P.T. compared to other groups: not sig. (£=.352)
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Q.(cont.) Comparison(cont.) sig. dif.(cont♦)
1.7 P.T. compared to other groups: not sig.(z=.548)
1.8 P.T. compared to 1-5 and 6-10: not sig.(z=.548)
2 P.T. compared to other groups: not sig.(z=.633)
3 P.T. compared to other groups: not sig.(z.223)
5 Chi-square Test showed: sig. sig. = .0004; £^.001)
Table 35: Responses to Question 1.4 According to Teacher 
Experience Groups (Reducing Confrontation)
Cum.
Yrs. 4 3 2 1
Exper. Yes No, skillful No change Not sure % of N
P.T. 100.0% — — — 1.0
1-5 84.1% 6.5% 1.2% 8.2% 33.5
6-10 85.2% 3.7% 0.9% 10.2% 21.3
11-15 87.2% 51.% 0.9% 6.8% 23.1
16+ 87.9% 1.9% 0.9% ! 9.3% 21.1
Table 36: Response to Question 1.5 (Humour) According to 
Teacher Experience Groups (sig.@£^.05)
Cum.
Yrs. 4 3 2 1
Exper. Yes No, skillful No change Not sure % of N
P.T. 80.0% 10.0% 1.0
1-5 62.5% 21.4% 7.1% 8.9% 33.4
6-10 42.2% 22.9% 15.6% 19.3% 21.7
11-15 54.3% 22.4% j 6.9% 16.4% 23.1
16+ 63.8% 17.1% 1 4.8% 14.3% 20.9
It may be that teachers in the middle years of
their careers are taking themselves more seriously.
Figure 2 illustrates the low point in appreciation 
of humour which was shown by Alberta respondents with 
6-10 years of teaching experience.
When the "humour curve" is plotted with the 
"instructor rating curve" (See Figure 3, p.52), it is 
found to be similar for the practice teaching group only.
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Figure 2: Graph of Appreciation of Project TEACH Humour Use by
(Q. 1.5) Teacher Experience Groups (sig.@p=.05)
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Figure 3: Comparison of "Humour" and the "Instructor Rating' 
Curves (similar only for 11 — 15 and 16+)
100
90
80 "Instructor Riting" cu ve
70
60
50
40 Appreciatioi of Humour" curve19
20
10
6 - 1 0  1 1 - 1 5  16+ 
Years Years Years
Practice
Teaching
Only
Years
Total Years of Teaching Experience
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
53
Although responses given by teachers with only 
practice teaching differed considerably in this study 
from responses of other "experience" groups, they were 
not significant here, perhaps because the "practice 
teaching" group only made up 17. of the sample.
It would seem to be worth while to conduct further 
studies involving a larger percentage of this group to 
investigate for significance.
Table 37: Response to Question 1.6 (Counse 
Teacher Experience Groups
f
lling According to
Cum.
Years 4 3 2 1
Exper. Yes No, skillful No change Not sure % of N
P.T. 40.07. 60.07. 1.0
1-5 79.37. 4,1% 0.67. 16.0% 33.7
6-10 70.6% 6.4% 1.87. 21,1% 21.7
11-15 81.97. 6.9% 0.9% 10.3% 23.1
16+ 79.6% 5.87. _ 20.5
Table 38: Response to Question 1.7 (Group Dynamics)According 
to Teacher Experience Groups
Cum.
Years 4 3 ’ 2 1
Exper. Yes No, skillful No change. Not sure % of N
P.T. 60.07. 40.07. 1.0
1-5 75.3% 4.1% 2.4% 18.2% 33.8
6-10 73.6% 0.97. 3.87. 21.7% 21.1
11-15 66.9% 5.97. 5.17. 22.0% 23.5
16+ 76.07. 3.87. 2.97. 17.3% 20.7
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Table 39: Response to Question 1.8 (P.O.W.E.R. Judgement) 
According to Teacher Experience Groups
Cum. 4 3 2 1Years
Exper. Yes
No, skillful No change Not sure % of N ;
P.T. 40.0% w m 60.0% 1.0
1-5 82.4% 1.8% 1.2% 14.7% 33.9
6-10 81.3% — — 18.7% 21.4
11-15 75.7% 1.7% 2.6% 20.0% 23.0
16+ 80.8% | 2.9% 1.9% 14.4% 20.8
Table 40: Ratings of 
Experience
Project TEACH by Teachers of Different 
Groups
Q.2 4 3 2 1
yrs * E x p . Excellent Good Fair Poor %  of N
P.T. 80.0% 20.0% — 1
1-5 53.5% 40.0% 6.5% —» 33.5
. 6-10 53.2% 41.3% 4,6% 0.9% 21.5
11-15 52.5% 44.9% 1.7% 0.8% 23.2
16+ 59.4% 36.8% 2.8% 0.9% 20.9
Table 41: Ratings of Project TEACH Instructors by Teachers of 
Different Experience Groups
Q.3 4 3 2 1
yrs. Exp. Excellent Good Fair Poor % of N
P.T. 80.0% 20.0% 1
1-5 70.6% 28.2% 1.2% 33.5
6-10 66.1% 33.9% — 21.5
11-15 66.4% 32.8% — 0.8% 23.4
16+ 80.0% 19.0% - 1.0% 20.7 !
' Table 42:
I
Ratings of Project TEACH Compared to Other Professional 
Training by "Experience" Groups (sig.@ .001)
Q.5 4 3 Among Comparable Not as
1 yrs. Exp. Best Best 2 to most Good 1 % of N
P.T. 60.0% 20.0% 20.0% « 1
1-5 21.2% 47.9% 29.7% 1.2% 34.2
6-10 21,2% 50.5% 26.3% 2.0% 20.5
11-15 8.1% 74.8% 16.2% 0.9% 23
1 16+ 19.6% 66.7% 12.7% 1.0% 21.2
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
55
Figure 4: Graph of Excellent Ratings Given to Project TEACH 
(Q.3) Instructors by Different Experience Groups
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When the"experience groups” rated Project TEACH 
compared to other professional training there were
interesting differences in two of the groups.
(See Table 42, p.54) Sixty percent of the new teachers 
(in group one)rated Project TEACH as excellent. This group 
was comparing the course to professional teacher training 
at the university level. The 11-15 years experience group 
did not agree with this rating. Only 8.17. of them rated 
Project TEACH as excellent. The majority of this group (74.87.) 
rated the course good. The other experience groups (1-5,
6-10, & 16+ years experience) averaged a 20.67. excellent 
rating.
Except for groups one and two (0-5 years experience) 
there were majority ratings of "good” in comparing Project 
TEACH to other professional training. Groups two and three 
were most similar in their ratings while
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groups one, four, and five had dissimilar profiles. 
(See Figure 4, p.55)
Table 43 illustrates the response profiles of the 
groups in rating Project TEACH compared to other 
professional training.
Table 43: Profiles of Teaching Experinece Groups Rating 
(Q.5) Project TEACH to Other Training (sig.=.05)(x )
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Figure 4 suggests a pattern showing a staged 
decrease. Suggested is a developmental stage process 
in teaching. (P.T. -> 1-10 years —> 11+years)
The next step was to see if ratings of the course 
and instructor varied significantly according to 
teacher status positions compared to the
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
57
norm established by regular teachers:
d ) Whether the Respondents were in Specialist Positions 
and
e ) Whether the Respondents were Administrators.
Table 44 shows the range of responses received in
the Alberta study to question one by teachers of differing 
status.
Table 44: Responses of Alberta Teachers to Q.l According to
Status Groupings * s i g . (5c )where p^ .Q5 **sig.(z)^^ .05
Status Groups: R=Regular S=Specialist A=Administration
4(yes) 3(No, skillful) 2(No change) Not sure % of N
1.1 R 94.4% 2.1% 0.7% 2.8% 83.0
* s 89.7% 8.6% 1.7% — 11.2
A 93.3% - - 6.7% 5.8
1.2 R 92.3% 1.4% 0.5% 5.8% 83.0
* s 87.9% 6.9% — 5.2% 11.2
A 96.7% - - 3.3% 5.8
1.3 R 89.3% 0.9% 0.7% 9.1% 82.9
S 84.5% 6.9% — 8.6% 11.2
* A 93.3% - - 6.7% 5.9
1.4 R 86.7% 4.0% 0.7% 8.6% 83.1
S 80.7% 8.8% 3.5% 7.0% 11.1
** A 90.0% 3.3% 6.7% 5.8
1.5 R 56.6% 20.8% 8.5% 14.2% 83.0
S 56.1% 21.1% 10.5% 12.3% 11.4
** A 66.7% 20.0% 3.3% 10.0% 5.9
1.6 R 78.2% 5.0% 0.5% 16.4% 82.7
S 69.0% 12.1% 3.4% 15.5% 11.4
* A 93.3% 3.3% - - 3.3% 5.9
I 1.7 R 73.9% 3.3% 3.3% 19.5% 82.2
: S 59.6% 7.0% 5.3% 28.1% 11.2
| ** A 86.7% 3.3% - 6.7% 5.6
I 1.8 R 80.6% 1.2% 1.4% 16.8% 82.9
S 70.2% 5.3% 1.8% 22.8% 11.2
** A 93.3% - 1 6.7 % 5.9
Agg. 81.2% 5.3% 2.1% 11.4% LOO.O
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According to Chi-square Tests teacher status groups 
differed significantly (where p^.05) on: use of verbal
skills for communication (1.1) and problem solving (1.2), 
dealing with confrontational situations (1.3), and 
counselling with parents/students (1.6). The specialist 
teachers, in their ratings, indicated that there was no 
change and that they were already skillful in these 
areas. The administrators were most appreciative of 
the counselling skills. This may indicate that the
i
counselling skills component should be offered as part 
of administrative training.
Table 45 : Ratings of Project TEACH Course and 
According to Teacher Status *sig. <§
Instructors 
.05 (x. )
Status: R=Regular S=Specialist A=Administrator
A - Rating of Course*
Q.2 4 3 2 1
Excellent Good Fair Poor % of N
R 54.4% 39.6% 4.0% 83.1
S 44.8% 46.6% 5.2% 3.4% 11.2
A 51.7% 41.4% 3.4% 3.4% 5.7
Aggregate 59.8% 40.5% 4.1% 0.6% 100.0
B - Rating of Instructor*
Q.3 Excellent Good Fair Poor % of N
R 73.2% 26.6% 0.2% — 83.1
S 54.4% 42.1% 1.8% 1.8% 11.0
A 70.0% 26.7% - 3.3% 15.9
Aggregate 70.9% 28.3% 0.4% 0.4% 100.0
When the Test of Difference between Proportions (Z) 
was done on questions 1.4, 1.5,1.7, 1.8, and 5 
comparing status groups highly significant (@ p^.001) 
differences were found.
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Table 46: 
(Q.5)
Ratings of Project TEACH Compared to Other 
Training by Teacher Status (sig,@.05)(x. )
Status: R=Regu ar S=Specialist A=Administrator
Q.5 4
The .Best
3
Among Best
2
Comparable
1
Not as Good
%
of N
R 18.87. 59.07. 21.7% 0.5% 83.7
S 22.27. 42.67. 27.8% 7.47. 11.0
A 3.8% 76.97. 19.2% - 5.3
Agg. 18.47. 58.2% 22.2% • ro ** 100.0
There were significant differences between status 
groups in comparing Project TEACH to other professional 
training (Q.5).
Administrators were less inclined to rate Project 
TEACH as "The Best" but were more inclined to rate it 
as "Among the Best" than were the special or regular 
teachers.
Regarding research Question number 12, the following 
significant differences(where .05) were found:
Variable Significance
a. re: sex of respondents none
b. re: grade levels taught none
c. re: total years teaching 
experience
Q. 1.1 approaching sig 
sig. on Q.1s 1.5 & 5
d. re: teacher status Q. l(all parts), 2, 3,
& 5.
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COMPARATIVE SUMMARY OF FINDINGS FROM PROJECT T . E.A.C.H ./ALBERTA STUDY
Comparison with Other Internal ccrparisons
St u dies __________
Q. TCPIC ’
•ot«
4^4u
3onn. Iowa Chio Ont.
Whole
Group Sex
Crades
Taught
Teaching
Experience
Teacher
Status
P.T. 1-5 6-10 11-15 16+ K. S. A.
I. Increased understanding and proficiency In:
1.1 Ccnnunicating with students(verbaI skills) S s ★ s D * 93.87. S s D S S S S s D S
1.2 Resolving problois(vcrbal skills) * s * s ★ * 92.17. s s S S S S S s D S
1.3 Dealing with confrontation ★ * * s D * 89.07. s s S S S S S s D S
1.4 Reducing* confrontation * s k ★ D * 86.27. s s S S S S s D D D
1.5 Using humour In the classroom * * * s ★ * 57.17. s s D D D D D S S D
1.6 Counselling with parcnts/sturdents ★ k * ★ ★ * 78.07. s s S S S S S D D D
1.7 Croup dynamics ★ k ★ ★ ★ * 73.27. s s S S S S 9 D D D
1.8 Discipline decision maklng(Pofcer judgement) * Hr ★ D D Hr 80.27. s s S S S S S D D D
2. Overall course ratirg * k S D * D 54.8% s. s S S S S S S D S
3. Instructor ratlr^ * * s D * D 70.97. s s S S S S S S D S
4. Instructor descriptors * * s D * * 59.7/. * k k k ★ ★ Hr Hr * Hr
5. Rating Project TEACH compared to other 
professional training
* ★ * D Hr D 18.47. s s D . s s D s S S D
6. Project TEACH compared to: s ★ ★ Hr * ★ * k * k Hr k Hr * Hr ★
7. Effect on Teaching s s s S s * 94.17. Hr k * k Hr k Hr Hr Hr *
8. Increase in effectiveness estimate s Hr s ★ k D 11.07. k k * k ★ k k k Hr *
9. follow-up c£ willingness * * ? ? Hr ★ 5V7, k Hr * k Hr Hr Hr k Hr ★
Code: S * similar D = different * » not corparable or not carpared 7. - percentage giving most positve
response
r
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V
SUMMARY
This chapter begins by summarizing the findings 
of this study following the format of the PLS Project 
TEACH evaluation questionnaire, and end with a ranking 
of the questions from most positive to least positive 
in response.
1.1 Communicating with Students (Verbal Skills)
93.87o of Alberta respondents indicated increased 
understanding and proficiency. Alberta response was 
similar to Iowa study, but Ohio response was 
significantly lower.
Teachers with "practice teaching experience only" 
were most enthusiastic of experience groups,
Research with a larger sample of beginner teachers 
could confirm or deny significance.
Administrators and regular teachers valued this 
section similarily but the specialist teachers (mainly 
guidance and special education personnel) valued this 
part of the course significantly less with a higher 
percentage of this group explaining that they were 
already skillful in this area.
Buttel's study demonstrated that Project TEACH 
significantly increased the number of verbal skills 
options used by teachers.
Somers reported that her B.C. respondents 
particularily appreciated the verbal skill training.
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No significant differences for sex, grades taught, 
or years of teaching experience were found in regard 
to this question.
Note: Connecticut and Ontario studies had no data on Q.
1.2 Resolving Problems with Verbal Skills
92.87o of Alberta respondents indicated increased 
understanding and proficiency in this area.
Iowa responses were similar.
Buttel’s study found that teachers did learn more 
verbal skills from Project TEACH.
Somers respondents in B.C. appreciated the verbal 
skills also.
Specialist teachers rated this section lower, 
citing that they were already skillful, compared to 
administrators and regular teachers.
There were no significant differences between 
sexes, grade levels taught, or years of teaching 
experience in response to this question.
1.3 Dealing with Confrontation
89.07*, of Alberta respondents indicated increased 
understanding and proficiency in dealing with 
confrontation after taking the course.
Iowa responses were similar to Alberta responses. 
Ohio responses were significantly lower.
The Specialist teachers rated this significantly 
lower than did administrators and regular teachers,
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citing that they were already skilled in dealing with 
confrontation.
There were no significant differences for sex, 
grade levels taught, or years of teaching experience.
1.4 Reducing Confrontation
86.27. of Alberta teachers reported increased 
understanding of skills in reducing confrontation.
The Alberta group rated this significantly higher 
than the Ohio group. Iowa had no data on this.
Administrators rated this section significantly 
higher than did regular teachers. Specialist teachers 
rated it significantly lower than did regular teachers, 
citing that they were already skillful in reducing 
confrontation.
Buttell's study found that Project TEACH increased the 
"problem solving inquiries" and "contingent action proposals" 
as well as decreasing the "authority statements", 
"disapproval statements" and the negative statements 
used by teachers. (See page 13.) Buttell's findings point 
to the teacher behaviors which reduce confrontation 
situations.
There were no significant differences between sex, 
grade groups, or teaching experience groups on this 
question.
1.5 Use of Humour in Classroom
57.17o of Alberta respondents expressed increased 
understanding and proficiency in using humour. 20.77. 
stated that they were already skillful in this area
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before taking the course. 8.47o saw no improvement, 
while 13.77o were unsure of any change.
Iowa findings were similar. Ohio data was not 
available on this question.
Teaching experience groups showed significantly 
different responses regarding use of humour. The "practice 
teaching only" group seems to have appreciated this most. 
Appreciation dropped 187, for the "1 - 5 yr" group, 
then dropped 207, for the "6 - 10 yr." group, rising 
127, for the "11 - 15 yr." group and rising again by 
107, for the "16+" group. This seems to indicate that 
teachers take classroom happenings seriously, 
especially in the mid-years of the careers.
Administrators rated humour 107, higher than did 
regular and specialist teachers. More administrators 
noticed a change in use of humour. Perhaps this is 
because administrators have a chance to step back 
from classroom situations and see them from a 
different perspective. Being less closely involved 
they are perhaps more able to see the humour.
There were no significant differences between 
sexes or "grade levels taught" groups in response to 
this question.
1.6 Counselling with Parents/Students
787o of Alberta respondents indicated increasing 
understanding and proficiency in the area of counselling.
Other studies did not have data on this topic.
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There were significant differences in status 
group responses to this question. 93.3% of 
administrators valued the counselling component 
compared to 78.27, of regular' teachers and 69.07. of 
specialists. The specialists claimed prior skills 
in counselling to a higher degree than the others.
There were no signficant differences in responses 
by sex, grades taught, or teaching experience groups 
regarding counselling.
1.7 Group Dynamics
73.27, of Alberta respondents indicated appreciation 
of group dynamics material in Project TEACH.
Other studies had no data on this area.
Administrators valued it significantly more than 
did regular teachers, who valued it significantly 
more than did specialists, who were apparently already 
skillful.
No significant differences by sex, grade, or 
experience groups were found.
Note: Further research is needed re:beginning teachers on Q.l
1.8 Discipline Decision Making (P.O.VJ.E.R. Judgement)
80.27, of Alberta respondents indicated increased 
understanding and proficiency in the Project TEACH 
problem solving strategy used for discipline decision 
making, the P.O.W.E.R. Judgement, which involves
- problem identification, ownership, method, and
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chances of winnability, evaluation of strategy, and 
specific reinforcers for successful resolution.
Differences between Alberta, Iowa, and Ohio 
responses to this question were found with Alberta 
positive responses higher than Ohio and lower than 
Iowa. The Buttel, Connecticut, Ontario, and Somers 
studies did not provide data on this question.
There were significantly different responses 
from teacher status groups to this question. 
Administrators were most positive about this strategy 
(93.37.) , followed by regular teachers (80.67.), and 
specialist teachers (70.27.). Administrators were 
more sure of their learning in this strategy than 
were the classroom teachers. .
No significant differences in response to this 
question were found in sex, grades taught, or teaching 
experience groups.
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2. Overall Rating of Project T.E.A.C.H.
Alberta teachers were significantly less 
favorably disposed to Project TEACH than the 
combination of Iowa and Ontario respondents. The 
Connecticut rating scale was different than the one 
used in the other studies and was therefore not 
directly comparable. The Connecticut study offered 
response choices of: "excellent, very good, good, fair, 
poor" while other studies omitted the choice of "very 
good".
Specialist teachers were significantly less 
positive in their course ratings than the combination 
of regular teachers and administrators. (See page 58)
There were no significant differences between 
sex, grade levels taught, or teaching experience 
groups in their ratings of the course.
The "practice teaching only" group rated the 
course much higher (807») than did other experience 
groups, (averaging 54.77» on their rating of the 
course as excellent) but differences were not 
significant due to the fact that the "practice teaching 
only" group only comprised 17, of the Alberta sample.
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3. Instructor Rating
The Alberta respondents differed significantly 
from Iowa and Ontario resondents in rating their 
Project TEACH instructors. Alberta respondents were 
significantly less favorable in their Excellent ratings
(£=12.06; £^.05). The Ohio study had no data on 
this topic. (See page 35.)
Specialist teachers differed significantly
('X?@ p^\05) in their instructor ratings compared to
regular teachers and administrators . Only 54.4%,
of specialists rated Alberta instructors as Excellent
compared to an average of 72% Excellent from the
regular teachers and administrators. (See page 58)
Sex, grades taught, and experience groups had no
significantly different instructor ratings.
When the responses of various classes taught
by the same instructor in Alberta were compared, no
significant differences were found. (See page 48J
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4. Instructor Descriptors
A majority of Alberta respondents described 
Alberta instructors as competent and supportive.
There were no negative statements made about 
Alberta instructors in regard to competency, 
supportiveness, positive focus, or sense of humour.
The Connecticut study had most descriptors 
relating to competency. The Iowa study resulted in 
a lower response of descriptors relating to the four 
categories coded. Alberta instructors were referred 
to as competent, supportive, and positive in higher 
percentages than were Iowa and Conneticut Instructors, 
according to this author's coding of instructor 
descriptors. Other studies provided no data on this 
topic.
Differences between Alberta sex, experience, 
grades taught, and status groups were not investigated 
on this question.
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5. Rating Project TEACH Compared to Other Professional Training 
When given the choices of "Best, Among the best,
Comparable to most, Not as good” , a majority of 
Alberta, Iowa, and Ontario respondents rated Project 
TEACH "Among the best" of professional training 
they had received. In "Best" ratings Project TEACH 
received significantly lower percentages in Alberta 
(18.4%) compared to Iowa (38.47o) and Ontario (33.5%,).
A higher percentage of Alberta respondents considered 
Project TEACH as comparable to other professional 
training (22.2%,) than did Iowa (11.5%,) or Ontario 
respondents (7.6%,) .
Significant differences between "experience groups" 
were found in comparing Project TEACH to other 
professional training. The "practice teaching only" 
group rated the course significantly higher than 
did the other groups, while the "11 - 15 years" 
group rated it significantly lower. (See pages 51 and 54)
The majority of the "practice teaching only"
Alberta group rated Project TEACH as Excellent compared 
to other professional training while the majorities 
of other experience groups ( 1 - 5 ,  6 - 1 0 ,  1 1 - 1 5 ,  16+) 
rated it as Good when given choices of Excellent,
Good, Fair, Poor. The 11 - 15 group which was lowest 
in its Excellent rating, was highest of the groups in 
its Good rating.
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Administrators differed significantly in their 
ratings of Project TEACH compared to other professional 
training. Compared to regular and specialist teachers 
the Alberta administrators gave fewer "Best" ratings 
and more "Among best" ratings.
Sex and "grades taught" groups did not differ 
significantly in their responses to this question.
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6. Other Professional Training to Which Project TEACH was Compared
Alberta respondents compared Project TEACH to 
university courses, specialist council seminars,
Barbara Coloroso, Assertive Discipline, Teacher 
Effectiveness Training (TET), Steve Barkley 
Workshops, couselling training, Teacher Expectations 
and Student Achievement (TESA) , McCracken Workshops ,
Lou Yaniw's Discipline Workshop, Magic Circle/
Innerchange, Madeline Hunter, Parenting/Family Life, 
and leadership training. The highest percentage of 
Alberta respondents (257>) compared Project TEACH to 
university courses. (Refer to Table 22, p.39)
In British Columbia's The B.C. Teacher (Alexander,
Gilliss, 1985) Project TEACH is compared as similar 
to TESA, Young Writers, Effective Teaching Practices, 
and Madeline Hunter.
The Mount Saint Joseph study had respondents 
compare Project TEACH (and PRIDE) to graduate 
university courses. Project TEACH (along with PRIDE) 
was rated by Mount Saint Joseph respondents as better 
than other graduate level courses. A rating of 
Project TEACH distinct from PRIDE compared to 
university graduate courses was not made.
No other studies provided information on this 
question.
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7. Effects of Project TEACH on Teaching
Similarities in evaluating the effects of the 
course on classroom teaching were found in the 
Alberta, Buttel, Connecticut, and Somers studies. 
Participants reported increases in options of skills 
and strategies to choose from, increase of positive 
supporting skills used, and decrease in negative 
authority and disapproval statements.
Short term rather than long term effects were 
generally noted. 66.67, of Alberta respondents 
reported immediate impact of the course on their 
teaching.
Responses to this question were very positive.
(94.17, of Alberta respndent comments were positive)
B.C. respondents to the Somers follow-up study 
agreed with Alberta respondents who reported that the 
course made them conscious of and reinforced the 
skills and strategies the teacher participants were 
already using successfully.
Comments about the helpfulness of the course, 
especially the verbal skills, were similar in 
Alberta, Connecticut, Iowa, Ohio and B.C. studies.
Many of Question seven comments related to responses 
to Questions 1, 2, 3, 5, and 8.
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(Refer to Table 24, p. 42 for listing of most
frequent comments)
The Ontario study did not provide data on this 
question.
Responses by internal groupings of the Alberta 
study were not investigated in this study.
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8. Increase in Effectiveness
Question eight asked respondents to conservatively 
estimate the percentage increase in effectiveness 
with students foreseen as a result of taking the 
course.
Effectiveness with students was not defined 
operationally. The value of this answer is not clear.
Only the Ontario study had data on this question 
to compare to Alberta's data. Except for the fact 
that 277. of both Alberta and Ontario respondents 
predicted a 40 - 507. increase in effectiveness, the 
responses for the two studies differed.
Teacher "group" responses to this question were 
not examined.
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9. Permission for Quotation of Comments
59.17<> of the Alberta respondents gave 
permission to have their remarked quoted. This 
question was not part of the Alberta comparative 
study.
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10. Follow-up
A high majority of respondents in all studies 
which reported on this question (Connecticut, Iowa, 
and Alberta) were willing to complete follow-up 
questionnaires.
The Bowling Green State University proposed 
follow-up study in 1977 was excellent, but its final 
results have not yet been published.
The Mount Saint Joseph study did not directly 
relate to the Alberta study but did raise some 
interesting questions about the relationship of 
Project TEACH to university courses.
The Buttel study found that the course does result 
in short term learning of the verbal skills and a 
positive focus.
The Somers and Howarth follow-up studies did 
not have large enough samples to yield reliable 
data.
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VI
CONCLUSIONS
Overall
The Project TEACH evaluation questionnaire 
elicited positive ratings of the course from its 
participants. Both an emphasis on positive thinking 
in the course and a positively biased questionnaire 
probably contributed to the highly positive ratings 
the course received.
Some aspects of the course were rated higher 
than others.
Alberta respondents were in the 90th percentile 
in rating Project TEACH positively in these areas:
1. positive practical impact on classroom 
teaching
2. communicating with students (verbal skills)
3. resolving problems (verbal skills)
Positive responses in the 80th percentile were
given by Alberta respondents in these areas:
1. dealing with confrontational situations
2. reducing the possibility of confrontation
3. discipline decision making (POWER Judgement)
Positive responses in the 70th percentile were 
given by Alberta respndents regarding these aspects 
of the course:
1. counselling with parents/students
2. group dynamics
3. competency of instructor
Positive ratings in the 50th percentile were
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given by Alberta respondents in regard to:
1. using humour in the classroom
2. and, overall rating of the course as 
excellent
Teaching Experience Groups
Significant differences in ratings of using 
humour in the classroom and rating Project TEACH 
compared to other professional training were found 
by chi-square testing between teaching experience 
groups.
Teachers who took the course after only practice 
teaching experience appreciated the use of humour 
to a much higher degree than did other experience 
groups. This might lead one to conclude that perhaps 
the use of humour in the classroom is not being 
addressed during university and practice teaching 
training. Beginning teachers ( 1 - 5  yrs.) and teachers 
of much experience (16+) appreciated the use of 
humour at a similar level (63% positive response 
rate for each group), while teachers in the 6 - 1 0  yrs. 
experience group appreciated use of humour least 
(427o positive response rate), followed by the 
11 - 15 yrs. experience group (537, positive response 
rate).
These results in regard to use of humour might 
suggest that teachers in the middle years of their
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careers ( 6 - 1 0  yrs. experience) who take this 
course might take themselves, their teaching and/or 
their students more seriously.
It should be noted, however, that it was in 
regard to use of humour that the highest percentage 
of Alberta teachers indicated they were already 
skillful (See Appendex A.6, q.1.5). Almost 217, 
indicated they were already skillful in using humour 
in the classroom. Responses indicating prior skill 
in other Project TEACH skills and strategies were 
all under 67,, averaging only 3.17,. This information 
leads to a conclusion that the use of humour section 
of Project TEACH would be best taught to begining 
teachers having practice teaching experience only.
It could be concluded that teachers learn to use 
humour in their teaching practice. It may be that 
teachers are at their maximum use of humour in their 
6 - 10th yrs. of teaching experience.
In comparing Project TEACH to other professional 
training, respondents with only practice teaching 
experience were significantly most enthusiastic 
about the course. This would lead one to conclude 
that Project TEACH compares well with initial 
undergraduate teacher training and should be considered 
as part of initial teacher training.
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Teacher Status Groups
Significant differences in appreciation of 
Project TEACH were found when special educator and 
administrator responses were compared to the regular 
teacher responses.
Administrators rated the course significantly 
higher than specialist teachers in all parts of 
Question one. With the exception of use of humour, 
the specialist teachers, who were mainly special 
education and guidance counselor teachers, were 
significantly different in their ratings because 
more of them indicated that they were already 
skillful in the areas covered by Question one: verbal 
skills for communicating with students and resolving 
problems, dealing with confrontation, reducing 
confrontation, couselling, group dynamics, and 
discipline decision making. Either because of their 
special training, or because of their special 
experience, the Alberta specialist teachers were 
less positive in their ratings of Project TEACH skill 
and strategies. From analyzing the specialist 
responses one could conclude that Project TEACH skill 
that should be stressed for this group would be: 
verbal skills, confrontation reducing and handling 
strategies.
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907o of the Alberta administrators rated six 
of the eight items in Question one as skills they 
found helpful, whereas regular teachers only had 
907o response rate regarding verbal skills on the 
first two items and specialist teachers had no 
response rates as high as 907.. Administrator 
ranking of Project TEACH skills suggested that the 
course segments that should be stressed for 
administrators are: verbal skills for problem solving
and communication, dealing with confrontation, 
discipline decision making (POWER Judgement), 
counselling parents and students and reducing the 
possibility of confrontation.
Sex
There were no significant differences in 
response between male and female teachers of 
Alberta.
Grades Taught
Many of the Alberta teachers taught grades beyond 
the discrete groupings of elementary, junior high, 
and high school. For example, some taught grades 
1 - 9 ,  others taught grades 7 - 12, which made it 
difficult to determine if certain Project TEACH 
sections were more appreciated by teachers of certain 
grade levels. It would probably help if a questionnaire 
could address this issue to solicit information 
from participating teachers as to the applicability
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of various course skills and strategies to particular 
grades. As an instructor and reader of the Alberta 
evaluation forms the author has heard and read 
comments from teachers of primary grades who wanted 
more examples of problem situations and conversations 
with primary grade students. Further study could 
possibly enhance the course for teachers of primary 
grades.
The Alberta study data did not provide 
significant differences in response according to 
grade levels taught because of overlapping grade 
level categories which made comparison difficult.
Ohio Comparisons
The Alberta Project TEACH respondents rated 
communicating with students, dealing with confrontation, 
reducing confrontation, and discipline decision 
making significantly more favorably than did Ohio 
respondents. Perceived effects on teaching 
were similar in Alberta and Ohio.
Connecticut Comparisons
Connecticut Project TEACH data was found to be 
similar to Alberta data where comparisons were 
possible.
Iowa Comparisons
Iowa study findings were similar to Alberta
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findings with regard to use of verbal skills, use 
of humour, dealing with confrontation, effect on 
teaching, estimated increase in effectiveness with 
students, and willingness of respondents to take 
part in follow-up studies, however there were 
significant differences between Iowa and Alberta in 
regard to other research questions. Alberta response 
were less supportive then Iowa responses in regard 
to discipline decision making (POWER Judgement), 
overall course rating and instructor rating. Alberta 
respondents supplied a wider range of instructor 
descriptors than did Iowa respondents. In rating 
Project TEACH compared to other professional training 
a lower percentage of Albertans rated this course 
as "the best", than did Iowans. Albertans were 
more inclined to score Project TEACH as "comparable" 
to other professional training than were Iowans. 
Ontario Comparisons
Alberta teachers were less positive in their 
ratings of the course overall, the instructors, 
Project TEACH compared to other professional training 
and their estimates of increased effectiveness with 
students, than were Ontario teachers.
Conclusion Re: Comparisons With Other Studies
Alberta findings significantly differed 
in some areas with other studies, somet'imes having 
more favorable responses, other times having less
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favorable responses. Alberta findings were also
similar to other studies. It could be concluded that
reactions to the course vary from state to state,
province to state, and province to province, based on
regional educational differences. Course content and
instructor competency are kept constant by PLS control
%
of these variables as much as is possible. With 
teacher training being a state/provincial 
responsibility it would seem logical to conclude that 
differing foci and standards of teacher education 
could account for the difference in evaluations of 
Project TEACH in the various states and provinces. 
Conclusion from Follow-Up Studies 
Howarth Study
Howarth's 1981 Ontario Project TEACH follow-up 
study was based on returns from 377. (17) of his 
1.5% (54) representative sample chosen from a field 
of 3,744 Project TEACH participants. This is a very 
small sample. The follow-up questionnaire which 
Howarth devised is worthy of note, however. In 
Howarth's study it is indicated that Ontario respondents 
found the course helpful, especially In the area of 
promoting teacher-student interpersonal involvement.
All respondents reported maintaining some knowledge 
and practice of skills and strategies from the course
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in their teaching, as many as three years after 
course completion. The Howarth study also commented 
upon the value of the course instructors as role 
models for promoting teacher-student interpersonal 
involvement. It could be helpful to follow-up 
research of Project TEACH to administer Howarth*s 
questionnaire in further studies.
(Refer to Appendix B.5 for Howarth1s study, p.130) 
Somers Study
The Project TEACH follow-up study done by 
Somers in 1982 addressed many interesting questions 
about the course. Unfortunately her response rate 
was low. The first survey had a 31.57, response rate, 
while the second questionnaire had a 217. response 
rate. Some of the points Somers raised in her 
discussion of results apply to parts of the Alberta 
study:
it appears that the skills do 
generalize and transfer to other settings 
for a majority of teachers participating 
in the course. Further, it appears that 
the area where the most transfer occurs is 
the twelve verbal skills (p.41, Somers)
The course appears to heighten 
sensitivity to students (p.42)
637, reported being involved in fewer 
confrontations with students as a result 
of taking Project TEACH, and 797* indicated 
that they were now able to look at student 
behavior objectively, and respond to it 
rather than reacting emotionally, (p.42)
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The. consensus of opinion here seems to be 
that the skill habits do not last unless 
the participant keeps working on them 
individually after the course ends (p.45)
follow-up practice with the skills is a 
feature that many participants would like 
to see added to the course (p.47)
as a result of learing and using Project 
TEACH skills, a majority of teachers felt 
more confident (71%), and more relaxed(63%) (p.49)
Project. TEACH groups are valued by most 
participants (777.) for the support and 
sharing that usually take place, (p.50)
By far the majority of teachers responding 
(927.) indicated that they took Project 
TEACH because they are always looking for 
ways to improve their teaching skills, (p.53)
Based on reports from two teachers whose enrollment
in Project TEACH was compulsory, Somers reported:
In both cases these teachers expressed 
resentment that they were required to take 
a course for which they felt little interest 
or need. (p.53)
Most teachers (7970) wished they had taken 
Project TEACH or something like it as 
beginners (p.55)
Follow-up administration of the Somers questionnaire 
to Alberta Project TEACH participants could provide
validation for the Alberta study. (See Appendix B.ll
re: Somers, p.189)
Mount Saint Joseph Study
The Mount Saint Joseph study done in 1983,
though relating to both Project TEACH and PRIDE,.
addressed some questions which were also addressed
in the Alberta study. 46.87. of the 423 respondents
(of 1200 who were sent questionnaires) rated the two
courses as Excellent on practicality for application
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of ideas, while 38.37<> of them rated them as Very Good
in this respect. This relates to Question seven data
from the Alberta study. Several questions on the
Mount Saint Joseph study related to instructor ratings.
It should be noted here that all PLS instructors
begin as Project TEACH instructors before qualifying
as PRIDE instructors, so that comments on instructor
quality do relate to Alberta study instructor ratings
addressed in research Questions three and four.
857«> of the respondents rated the instructors 
as Excellent or Very Good in comparison 
with other graduate level educators 
(p.2 of summary ,Appendix B.4,p.127)
The instructors themselves were most 
frequently rated as Excellent and Very 
Good in their ability to model effective 
teaching practices.
(p.2 of summary ,Appendix B.4,p.127)
The Mount Saint Joseph survey suggests that
Project TEACH is considered a high quality graduate
level course in Ohio.
Buttel's Study
Buttel’s experimental study actually substantiated
the value of Project TEACH In significantly changing
teacher verbal behavior. His study showed that
taking Project TEACH did: increase verbal skills
options used, increase supporting verbal skills,
Problem Solving Inquires and Contingent Action
Proposals used; and decreased the Authority Statements
and Negative Statements used by teachers.
(See Appendix B.3sp.i24)
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Bowling Green (State) University Study
The Bowling Green study of Project TEACH 
originally proposed in 1977 was a very comprehensive 
one which would be excellent if completed. The 
preliminary report published jointly by Bowling Green 
and the Ohio Education Association provided some data 
comparable to Alberta's. Further studies replicating 
the Bowling Green/OEA follow-up proposal (including 
as it does the evaluations from master teachers of 
Project TEACH, self evaluation instruments, and 
testing of actual post-course use of the course 
skills by in class observation over four months) 
should provide useful information on the actual 
successful transfer of course skills to teaching 
practice.
(See Appendices B.2 and B.8 re: this studyspp-115 and 174) 
PLS Follow-up
Performance Learning Systems offers training 
in the use of the major Project TEACH 'verbal skills' 
in this course: Coaching Teachers to Higher Levels
of Effectiveness. The coaching course offers its 
participants models to encourage teachers to coach 
each other in the classroom to improve specific 
teacher behaviors. The coaching model can be used 
by Project TEACH participants and graduates to 
encourage and reward each other for continuing to 
practice their Project TEACH skills and strategies 
in their classroom.
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VII
RECOMMENDATIONS 
This chapter will deal with recommendations for 
focus, use, and changes in the Project TEACH course 
in its first part, following which will be 
recommendations for improvement and further research.
In view of the high positive appraisal by the 
Alberta, Iowa, B.C.(Somers), and Buttel studies of 
the verbal skills section of Project TEACH, it is 
recommended that this component of the course be 
maintained and stressed as a major part of the 
course valued by all teachers. It should also be 
noted that specialist teachers in the Alberta sample 
(primarily special education and guidance personnel) 
indicated more knowledge of these skills initially 
than did regular teachers and administrators.
In view of the high positive appraisal by the 
Alberta, B.C .(Somers), Iowa, and Buttel studies of 
Project TEACH skills and strategies for both reducing 
and dealing with confrontation, it is recommended 
that these course components also be maintained and 
stressed as major parts valued highly by all teachers.
It is recommended that the Project TEACH verbal 
skills, along with the section on confrontation, 
counselling, and discipline decision making (POWER 
Judgement) be offered together as a special Alberta 
Project TEACH administrators’ course. This
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recommendation is based on the significantly higher 
ratings accorded these course components by Alberta 
administrator-respondents.
Based on significant differences in response to 
a question asking respondents to compare Project TEACH 
to other professional training and supported by Somers’ 
follow-up study, it is recommended that the verbal 
skills training strategies for reducing and dealing 
with confrontation and use of humour in the classroom 
sections of Project TEACH be offered to undergraduate 
university education students in Alberta. The 
section on use of humour in the classroom was 
appreciated significantly more by the "practice 
teaching only" group than by other "experience groups" 
in the Alberta study.
Because the Mount Saint Joseph study found Project 
TEACH and PRIDE to be excellent graduate level 
university eduacation courses, as compared to the 
B.C. (Somers) and Alberta studies which found Project 
TEACH to be considered a good undergraduate course, 
it is recommended that further research be done using 
Project TEACH components in graduate and undergraduate 
courses and comparing them. This would be useful 
research, especially at universities and colleges
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who are either granting or considering granting 
course credits for Project TEACH.
In order to understand the components of Project 
TEACH which are appreciated by teachers, to be able 
to instruct skills and strategies either as an 
official part of Project TEACH or as elements of 
other courses, and to evaluate the reasons for the 
course popularity and success, it is recommended that 
more college and university education faculty members 
be invited to fully participate in Project TEACH.
The Somers' B.C. follow-up study suggests that much 
of the value of the course lies in the support and 
sharing which take place between group/class members. 
Educat icn faculties may wish to examine their existing 
classes for the support and sharing components 
offered in the Project TEACH format. It is suggested 
by education researchers that the most effective 
method of teaching skills involves: providing
information, demonstrating or modelling the skill, 
providing safe (non-threatening) practice opportunities 
with positive feedback, and providing opportunities 
for coaching during transfer to actual practice. The 
PLS courses are now following this model. It may be 
that university education faculties are not using this 
effective teaching model.
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Because this study found significant differences 
between Alberta and Ontario responses 
on overall course ratings, instructor ratings, 
comparing Project TEACH to other courses, and 
estimating increase in effectiveness (in all cases 
Ontario respondents were more enthusiastic about the 
course than were Alberta respondents) it is 
recommended that further study be done to determine 
the reasons for this response difference.
It is possible that differences in teacher 
training between the two provinces account for the 
different evaluations. Corroborating further study 
would be required.
Some of the studies, notably Alberta, Ontario, 
and Connecticut, were based on positively biased 
questionnaires in that they did not always offer an 
equal number of positive and negative response choices 
It is therefore recommended that a more balanced, 
objective questionnaire be devised. Question number 
eight, which asks respondents to conservatively 
estimate the percentage increase of effectiveness 
with students, does not explain what is meant by 
effectiveness. Nor does the answer tell us much 
about real measured increase. The author would 
recommend that this question be dropped.
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If educators wish to measure the effectiveness 
of changes in teaching strategy they usually measure 
the change in student behavior in some way. It is 
recommended that a major research study be undertaken 
to measure the changes resulting in students as a 
result of taking this in-service course. The Bowling 
Green study included a component dealing with this 
area, but was not completed. There is a need for 
measuring the effect on students of having their 
teachers take Project TEACH.
The studies which queried respondent interest 
in completing a follow-up questionnaire: Connecticut
Iowa, and Alberta, all had positive responses from 
the majority of respondents. The willingness of 
people to take part in follow-up studies provides 
some incentive for such studies. It is recommended 
that those follow-up studies which were prepared 
(Howarth, Somers, Mount Saint Joseph, Bowling Green/ 
Ohio Education Association) be replicated elsewhere 
in further research.
Due to the high differences in percentage 
responses to Question one, but lack of statistically 
significant differences being found on most questions 
combined with the information that the "practice
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teaching only group" only comprised l7o of the Alberta 
study population, it is recommended that further 
research be undertaken to compare responses of 
"teaching experience groups" to the research question.
In conclusion, the author wishes to make the 
recommendation that in considering Project TEACH or 
any other offering as an inservice course for 
themselves, teachers should have an outline of the 
course which can let them choose the course to meet 
their own professional needs best. It is suggested 
that no one packaged course can meet the most 
important needs of all people. It Is recommended 
that teachers investigate a wide range of inservice 
offerings and pick the components of the various 
courses which best meet their individual needs, 
rather than "buy into" limited commercial offerings 
only. It is recommended that teachers build on peer 
coaching of new skills from this or any other course 
to increase the positive transfer to teaching 
practice.
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Appendix A.l PROJECT T.E.A.C.H.
Evaluation: To aid us In maintaining quality control, would you please complete this questionnaire.
YOUR NAME:  ____________________________
HOME ADDRESS:__________________________
■ i —  . - . — i . . ■. —   Zlp/Po»t»l .
PHONE: * home —. schoo
GRADE LEVEL YOU TEACH:
□ K-3 D4-6 Q7-9 □  10-12/13 DSpec. □  Admin
SEMINAR BEGINNING OATE:___________________ SUBJECT AREA:____________________________
NO. OF REGISTRATIONS (instructor's inlormationl_____  TOTAL YEARS* EXPERIENCE:
■ ■ — ... . .   — - □  practice teaching □ 1-5 O6-10 □11-15 D16-
1. Has the seminar increased your understanding of and proliciancy in the following areas?
YES
NO, 1 was very 
skillful before
NO. 1 see NOT 
no improvement SURE
1.1 Communicating with students (verbal skills! ......... □ □ □ □
1.2 Resolving problems (verbal skills) . ............ □ □ □ □
•1.3 Dealing with confrontational situations .... ...... □ □ □ □
1.4 Reducing the possibility of confrontation ......... □ □ □  • . □
1.5 Using humor in the classroom .................. □ □ □ □
1.6 Counselling with parents/students ......... ..... □ □ □ □
1.7 Group dynamics... ....................... □ □ □ □
1.8 Discipline decision-making (P.O.W.E.R. Judgment) ...... □ □ □ □
Excellent Good Fair Poo«
2. How do you rate the seminar? ................. □ □ □ □
3. How do you rate the competency of the instructor? ... , □ □ □ □
4. How would you characterize the instructor? .
0 ___________________________________________________________________________^ ^ _ _ _ _ _  ______________________
t
5. How would you rate Project T.E.A.C.H. as compared with other professional training you have had?
□  The best I've taken ' □  Among the best □  Comparable to most ..ONot as good
6. Please name other excellent professional training you have had:
7. What practical impact has Project T.E.A.C.H. had on you and your teaching? (Try to view yourself from the perspective of an 
outside evaluator who observed you prior to Project T.E.A.C.H. and is observing you now.) Describe below the effects Project 
T.E.A.C.H. has had on the way you think and the way you conduct your class, and the practical benefits you discern for you 
and your students.
□now teaching □projecting for the future
Conservatively, how much of an increase in effectiveness with students do you foresee as a result of taking Project T.E.A.C.H.? 
 %
If you will permit your comments to be quoted, please sign: _____________________________________
Would you be willing to complete a lollow-up questionnaire in a year? Dyes Ono
8.
9.
to.
STATE/PROVINCE:____
SPONSORING AGENCY:__
YOUR SCHOOL DISTRICT: 
INSTRUCTOR’S NAME:
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Appendix A.2
Where Project TEACH is Offered*
A. U.S. States Where Teacher Organizations Sponsor
Project T.E.A.C.H.
1. Alabama
2. Connecticut
3. Florida
4. Idaho
5. Illinois
6. Indianna
7. Iowa
8. Kansas
9. Kentucky
10. Maine
11. Maryland
12. Massachusetts
13. New Hampshire
14. New York
15. Pennsylvania
16. Washington
17. Vermont
B. Canadian Provinces & Territories Where Teacher 
Organizations Sponsor Project T.E.A.C.H.
1. Alberta
2. British Columbia
3. New Brunswick
4. Nova Scotia
5. Ontario
6. Prince Edward Island
7. Saskatchewan
8. Yukon
* per PLS literature, 1985
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Appendix A.3 THE P.O.W.E.R. JUDGMENT
Problem Analysis
PROBLEM IDENTIFICATION: There are four basic criteria for determining whether or not a problem actually 
exists. In general, a situation can be defined as a problem- if it:
□  disrupts the class or other students
□  hinders the learning process
□  interferes with the teacher's performance of job
□  violates class or school rules
For the problem you have selected check one or more of the above.
Define the problem:
OWNERSHIP: □  Teacher 
Teacher's Problem:
G  Student (student recognizes existence of problem) 
Student's Problem:
WINN ABILITY:
□  successfully exercise authority □  student is willing to come to grips with problem
□  communicate problem to student □  student takes steps to handle problem
□  change own behavior
□  effect change in student's behavior
Specific goal: Specific goal:
EVALUATION OF STRATEGY: 
Probable skills and strategies to be used:
REINFORCE WIN: Gapproval □  encouragement □  appreciation Gother
Specific:
109
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p r o [ e c"t T. E. A. C. H.
OPEN-ENDED QUESTION
•How wida rang* 
for response
CONCENTRATION STUDENT'S AGENDA
c . e - q .
rCL0SE0 ENDED QUESTION 
limit ranga of raspoiua
C.P. 
CONFIRMATORY 
PARAPHRASE
clarify real or 
underlying meaning
1. mentally identify fact, 
attitude or feeling, or 
intention
2. paraphrase meaning at you 
interpret it
L?
LEADING PARAPHRASE
influence ra-exammation 
of thinking
1. mentally focus on incongruity 
(part that doesn't make sense)
2. re state student's position to 
include incongruity
no
l_u
n>
o
rt
H
W>O
32
CO
X
cn
cn
rt
•i0)
a
09
ro
cn
POSITIVE PHRASING
Look at the glass 
haUrfull
1. Think positivtlyl
2. focus on what you want 
students to know
CONCENTRATION ON OVERCOMING RESISTANCES
EMPATHY STATEMENT 
Resistance: emotions
SUPPORTING STATEMENT 
Resistance: intellect
1. empathise with student 
(with analogy if possible)
2. refocus attention by: 
pointing to success
or
loading in eltarnativa direction
1. accept opinion si valid
2. introduce additional 
information: 
unqualified support 
qualified support 
support for something else
APPROVAL STATEMENT 
Resistance: pride
1. indicate approval
2. personalize approval to quality 
student values
(steps may be combined or 
either implied)
CONCENTRATION ON PROBLEM SOLVING WITH DECISION-MAKING CONTROL
9 ^  
PROBLEM SOLVING
Shared
DISAPPROVAL
STATEMENT
Teacher Oea’sion
1. define problem
2. eek for or offer options for 
solution
1. propose act of cooperation or 
compromise on your part
2. specify student reciprocation 
("If* - initiative)
Direct disapproval solely at act
AUTHORITY STATEMENT 
Teacher Decision
1. .cite reason for directive
2. specify directive
(steps cen be (evened or # 1 
implied if obvious)
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Appendix A.5
Fig. 61; Summary of Demographic data from Alberta Sample
(N=521)
Sex of Respondents
1
Male
2
Female
3
Not Known*
135 322 64
25.97. 61.87. 12.37.
*Some respondents used initials only 
or had names applicable to either sex
B.
Grac e Levels Taught
Grades 1-3 1-6 4-6 7-9 7-12 10-12 NA
No. 147 39 111 88 42 45 49
7. 28.27. 7.57. 21.37. 16.9% 8.17. 8.67. 3.47.
valid 7. 31.17. 8.37. 23.57. 18.6% 8.97. 9.5 % NA
C.
Years of Teaching Experience
Category: 1 2 3 4 5 6
Years practice teaching 1-5 6-10 11-15 16+ NA
Numbers 5 173 109 119 107 8
% 1.0% 33.2% 20.97. 22.8% 20.57. 1.57.
Valid 7. 1.07. 33.7% 21.2% 23.2% 20.9% NA
D.
Status of Teacher
Category: 1 04m 3 4
Status: regular special admin. admin.Aspecial
Frequency 433 58 28 2
per cent 83.17. 11.17. 5.47. 0.47.
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Evaluation: To aid us in maintaining quality control, would you pleasa complete this questionnaire. ~
t N  5 2 1 / 6 5 0  p o s .
STATE/PROVINCE: A l b e r t a   YOUR NAME: NA___________________________
SPONSORING AGENCY: A . T . A   HOME ADDRESS: NA
^  YOUR SCHOOL DISTRICT: NA________________  PHONE: NA home NA_______  kU c ,
INSTRUCTOR'S NAME: GRADE LEVEL YOU TEACH: coded
__________________ # only (total; ' ) a K.3 n4.6 D7.g cno-12/13 CJSpec. OAdmir
SEMINAR BEGINNING DATE: # codes_________  SUBJECT AREA:___________________________
NO. OF REGISTRATIONS (instructor's information)_____  TOTAL YEARS' EXPERIENCE:
--------------------------- coded □ practice teaching Dl-5 D6-10 011-15 □  It'
1. Has the seminar increased your understanding of and proficiency in the following areas?
valid % NO. I was very NO, I»««. NOT"
YES skillful before no improvement SURE
_ 1*1 Communicating with students (verbal skills) .........  486 □  93.8X □  2.7% ■ 0.7% 02.7
1.2 Resolving problems (verbal skills) ................ 477 O  92.1% 01.9% 0.4% 05.6
1*3 Dealing with confrontational situations ............ 459 □  89.0% □  1.6% 0.6% 08.9
1.4 Reducing the possibility of confrontation ..........  444 O  86.2% 0  4.5% lj 1.0% 08.3
1 • 5 Using humor in the classroom ..................  292 □  57.1% □  20.7% H8.4X 013.
1.6 Counselling with parents/students ................ 398 □  78.0% □  5.7% '"’0.8% 015.
1.7Group dynamics...........................  374 □  73.2% 0  3.7% i 3.3% 019.
1.8 Discipline decision-making (P.O.W.E.R. Judgment) ..... 408 □  80.2% 0  1.6% (J 1.4% 016.
Excellent Good Fair Poor
2. How do you rate the seminar?   283054.8% 209040.5% 2104.1% 3 00.67:
3. How do you rate the competency of the instructor?   3660 70.9% 146 028.3% 200.4% 2 00.4?
4. How would you characterize the instructor? __________________________________________ _________
competent:59.7% supportive: 57.6% positive: 38.0% sense of humour: 10.4%_______
5. How would you rate Project T.E.A.C.H. as compared with other professional training you have had?
V>‘ 0 The best I've taken 58.2X0 Among the best 22.2% QComparable to most 1.2X0Not as rorvi
5. Please name other excellent professional training you have had: University. Specialist Council Senanars.
Barbara Coloroso. TET. TESA. McCracken. Lou Yaniw. Steve Barkley. Assertive Disip_line.
7. What practical impact has Project T.E.A.C.H. had on you and your teaching? (Try to view yourself from the pei'n- rnve of ■ >’ 
outside evaluator who observed you prior to Project T.E.A.C.H. and is observing you now.) Oescribe below the «tr-”;ts Project 
T.E.A.C.H. has had on the way you think and the way you conduct your class, and the practical benefits you discern for you 
and your students.
□  now teaching — both——  0 projecting for the future- 
66.6% 14.0% 19.7%
p o s itv e  responses: 94.1%  
n e u t r a l  responses: 5.1%
n e g a tiv e  responses: 0 .8%
Comments (n = 5 2 )
more p o s it iv e  29%
re in fo r c e d  & co n firm e d  25%
conscious o f  choosing 21%
aware o f  o p tio n s  now 21%
more re la x e d  & c o n f id e n t  21%
n o n -c o n fro n ta t io n  s t r a te g ie s  used now 19%
im proved c o u n s e ll in g /v e r b a l  s k i l l s  15%
_ I  p la n  ahead more 13% 
v s tra te g io e s  v e ry  h e lp f u l  13%
v e r b a l s k i l l s  v e ry  h e lp f u l  13%
8. Conservatively, how much of an increase in effectiveness with students do you foresee as a result of taking Project T.E.A.C.H.? 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _  % cu rve  skewed to  low er end
9. If you will permit your comments to be quoted, please sign: 59.1%  s igned
10. Would you be willing to complete a follow-up questionnaire in a year? 8 6 .2 X 0 y e s  9.6%  Qno 4.2%  NA
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Appendix A.7
Composition of Sample n=52 for Question 7
n N n N
1 010 27 280
2 020 28 291
3 030 29 300
4 040 30 310
5 053 31 310
6 060 32 320
7 070 33 330
8 080 34 345
9 093 35 350
10 100 36 361
11 110 37 370
12 120 38 390
13 132 39 390
14 140 40 400
15 150 41 418
16 160 42 432
17 170 43 451
18 180 44 461
19 190 45 470
20 200 46 480
21 213 47 491
22 221 48 502
23 240 49 512
24 250 50 521
25 261 51 532
26 271 52 542
Note: N numbers go beyond 521 because the original N
included forms from Fall, 1985 which were removed 
after coding
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Teacher. Effectiveness and Classroom Handling
What is Project T E-A-CH-7
Project T E A C H is an effective'practical course de­
signed to improve the participants' classroom teaching 
skills. Based upon the actual practices of successful 
classroom teachers. Project T E A C H' identifies 12 
verbal skills and various strategies which will give the 
teacher a wide range of workable options to meet any 
classroom situation Specific areas of focus include 
supportive skills, problem solving skills, counselling, 
group dynamics, humor, norvconfrontalion strategies 
and discipline decision-making. Class sessions are var­
ied and interesting. Audio tapes, case studies, lole- 
plays and counselling practice are utilized to master the 
course content.
A brief course description follows:
Guide dialogues with students to predictable and 
desirable ends with Utility Verbal Skills: Question­
ing and paraphrasing techniques that facilitate com­
munication arid resolve differences of opinion These 
skills decrease the negative or argumentative re­
sponses that of ten characterize classroom interactions.
Maintain discipline and build rapport with Positive 
Supportive Skills: Verbal skills that ieduce the 
number and intensity of behavior or attitude problems.. 
Even in problem situations, by understanding the 
sources of student resistances, you can enhance stu­
dent self-image and build a positive relationship that 
generates increased motivations, cooperation, and in­
volvement.
Resolve discipline end learning probleme with 
Problem Solving SklHe: Verbal skills that increase 
your chances for gaming cooperation and compkanca 
from students. Depending upon the situation, the stu- 
dent(s) involved, and your own teaching style, you can 
give students a greater or lesser degree of responsMi- 
ty lor solving behavior, attitude, and learning problems.
Be s positive force in motivating students with 
Counselling Skills: Techniques for helping your stu­
dents to find ways to resolve their school problems by 
discovering thee own motivations lor behavior change. 
Since most teachers do "counsel* whenever they have 
a brief private meeting with a student or parent about 
any learning or behavioral problem, the counselling 
techniques taught can be beneficial in reaching mutual 
objectives.
Reduce and daal more constructively with confron­
tation through Non-Confrontation Strategies: Spe­
cific techniques for reducing the potential lor mis­
behavior and lor dealing with them when they do occur. 
This section includes humor: congruent body language, 
and a variety of other specific methods lor reducing 
misbehavior and sustaining student concentration m 
the classroom.
Learning increases and misbehavior decreases through 
an understanding of Group Dynamics and Decision 
Making: Special skills and techniques for developing a 
sense of group unity so that individual and class goals 
can be reached. Decision Making brings together aU the 
skills, strategies and techniques of the previous sec­
tions so you can design a plan for the solution of com­
plex problems. With proper identification of the prob­
lem. you should be able to predict which set of skills and 
strategies wti give the best results.
How long is the course?
The Protect T-E-A-C-H- course consists of 36 hours of 
class sessions and 9 hours of action assignments in the 
partiapanis* own classrooms. The usual course ar­
rangement is to meet for three hours one evening a 
yreek. for 12 weeks. The course can also be offered on 
weekends and during the summer.
Who conducts Project TE-A-C-H- 
classes?
Protect T E-A C-H- classes are conducted locally, usu­
ally m a school, by specially trained ATA Protect 
T E A C H-' instructors. The instructors are Alberta 
teachers, chosen lor their experience and competence.
Who may enroll?
Protect T E AC H- classes are open to all Alberta 
teachers. In addition, teachers-m-trammg, administra­
tive officials, trustees, and interested fay persons are 
welcome to at tend.
What is the ©ost?
Participants are charged a tuition fee of S105 to covet 
the cost of materials and instruction. Some ATA locals 
and/or school jurisdictions may provide partial reim­
bursement to participants upon successful completion 
of the course.
Is there an exam or other evaluation?
Since the course has a heavy practical orientation, indi­
vidual success can best be measured by each partici­
pant m terms of changes he or she notices m the class­
room There are a number of action assignments how­
ever. which deal with practical applications of class ses­
sions and which are turned in to the instructor for com­
ment.
A« participants who attend 90% of the classes and suc­
cessfully complete 90% of the action assignments re­
ceive an ATA Project T E.A C.H. pm and a Piotect 
T.E..A.C.H. certificate issued by The Alberta Teachers' 
Association.
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When will there be a class in my area?
cou,se's USU3l|V offered in most 
areas of the province at least once during the school 
year or summer Whenever possible, these are acfver-
i NeWS To re9ls,er ,0f 3 course or ob­
tain further information on course availability contact 
your nearest instructor. ' '
a'ran9ements can be made to offer courses in 
areas where there is no nearby instructor, provided 
rne' J!e SU":C,,em 'e9'strams. For further information 
co tact —  Julius Buski at Barnett House. 453-2411
(Edmonton) orI-800-232-7208 (toll-fiee long distance).
Teacher organizations sponsorina 
Project T E A C H*
Alberta Teachers' Association 
British Columbia Teachers' Federation 
Connecticut Education Association 
Idaho Education Association 
Illinois Education Association 
Indiana StateTeachers Association 
Iowa State Education Association 
Maine T eachers Association 
Manitoba Teachers' Society 
Massachusetts Teacher Association 
New Brunswick Teachers' Association 
New Hampshire Education Association 
New York State United Teachers 
Nova Scotia Teachers' Union 
Ontario Public School Teachers' Federation 
Pennsylvania State Education Association 
Prince Edwatd Island Teachers' Federation 
Saskatchewan Teachers' Federation 
Vermont Education Association 
Washington Education Association
Yukon Teachers'Federation
i
Local Course Information
•  Refine your teaching skills
•  Spend rnpre time teaching . . .  
less time disciplining
•  A practical course taught by 
practising teachers
•  Classroom management skills 
that really work
CO
The Alberta Teachers' Association
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Tables showing Alberta responses to questions according to grade 
levels taught by respondents.
Y = Yes NA = No, Already Skillful
NI = No Improvement ? = Not Sure
Analysis of answers 
Levels Taught by Res
to Question 1.1 According to Grade 
pondents
no: 8.3% 18.6% 9.6% 31.1% 23.7% 8.7% Total
sr. 1 - 6 7 - 9 10 - 12 1 - 3 4 - 6 7 - 1 2 Sample
?
NI
NA
Y
7.7%
2.6%
89.65%
1.1%
2.3%
96.6%
2.2%
97.8%
4.1%
2.1%
.93.8%
2.7%
1.8%
1.8%
93.7%
2.4% 
2.4% 
7.3% 
87.8%
3.0%
0.9%
2.3%
93.8%
Analysis OF Answers to Question 1.3 According to Grade 
Levels Taught by Respondents (dealing with confrontation)
8.4% 28.6% 9.6% 31.0% 23.6% 8.8% Total
gr. 1 - 6 7 - 9 10 - 12 1 - 3  4 - 6  7 - 1 2 Sample
9 12.8% 2.3% 8.9% 13.1% 9.1% 9.8% 9.4%
NI — 1.1% 1.4% 0.6%
NA 2.6% — 2.2% 2.7% - 1.1%
Y 84.6% 96.6% 88.9% 85.5% 88.2% 90.2% 88.9%
Analysis of Answers to Question 1.4 According to Grade 
Levels Taught by Respondents (reducing confrontation)
8.2% 18.7% 9.7% 31.1% 23.6% 8.8% Total
gr* 1 1 - 6 7 - 9 10 - 12 1 - 3  4 -  6 7 -  12 Sample
? 7.9% 6.9% 4.4% 10.3% 8.2% 14.6% 8.8%
NI — — — 0.7% 0.9% 2.4% 0.6%
NA 5.3% 1.1% 4.4% 1.4% 6.4% 9.8% 3.9%
Y 86.8% 92.0% 91.1% | .i87.6% 84.5% 73.2% 86.7%
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Analysis of Answers to Question 1.5 (Humour) According 
to Grade Levels Taught *
8.2% 18.6% 9.5% 31.3% 23.5% 8.9% Total
gr- 1 - 6 7 - 9 10 - 12 1 - 3 4 - 6 7 - 1 2 Sample
? 18.4% 15.1% 11.4% 14.5% 13.8% 12.2% 14.3%
NI 7.9% 9.3% 9.1% 8.3% 9.2 % 4.9% 8.4%
NA 21.7% 15.1% 31.8% 18.6% 22.9% 29.3% 21.4%
Y 52.6% 60.5% 47.7% 58.6% 54.1% 53.7% 55.9%
Analysis of Answers to Question 1.6 According to Grade 
Levels Taught (Counselling)
8.5% 18.9% 9.5% 30.8% 23.4% 8.9% Total
Rr< 1 - 6 7 - 9 10 - 12 1 - 3 4 - 6 7 - 1 2 Samole
? 15.4% 17.2% 18.2% 19.0% 13.0% 12.2% 16.3%
NI 2.6% - % - % .7% - % - % .4%
NA 5,1% 9.2% 6.8% 3.5% 4.6% 4.9% 5.4%
Y 76.9% 73.6% 75.0% 76.8% 82.4% 82.4% 77.9%
Analysis o 
Levels Tau
f Answers to Question 1.7 According to Grade 
?ht (Group Dynamics)
8.4% 18.6% 9.7% 30.7% 23.6% j 8.9% Total
gr- 1 - 6 7 - 9 10 - 12 1 - 3 4 - 6
CMH1 Sample
?
NI
NA
Y
12.8%
7.7%
5.1%
74.4%
23.3% 
2.3% 
3.5% 
70.9 %
20.0% 
4.4% 
- % 
75.6%
21.8%
3.5%
3.5%
71.1%
16.5%
1.8%
3.7%
78.0%
14.6%
2.4%
4.9%
78.0%
19.3%
3.2%
3.5%
74.0%
*
iAnalysis of 
..eveIs Taug
Answers to Question 1.8 According to Grade 
it (Power Judgement
8.5% 18.7% 9.5% 30.8% 23.6% 8.9% Total
gr • 1 - 3 7 - 9 10 - 12 1 - 3 4 - 6 7 - 1 2 Sample
?
NI
NA
Y
23.1% 
5.1% 
- % 
71.8%
19.8%
1.2%
79.1%
13.6%
- % 
2.3% 
84,1%.
13.4%
1.4%
0.7%
84.5%
18.3% 
0.9% 
2.8% 
_7.8,. Q%,_,
17.1% 
2.4% 
- % 
80.3%
16.9% 
1.3% 
1.3% 
80.5% _
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Ratings of Project TEACH by Alberta Teachers According to 
Grade Levels Taught (Q.2)
4 3 2 1
er. Excellent Good Fair Poor % of N
1. 1 - 3 c54.4% 42.9% 2.0% 0.7% 31.5
2. 1 - 6 48.7% 41.0% 10.3% - 8.4
3. 4 - 6 56.9% 39.4% 3.7% - 23.3
4. 7 - 9 55.2% 41.4% 3.4% - 18.6
5. 7 - 1 2 53.7% 39.0% 7.3% “ 8.8
1 6. 10 - 12 63.6% 34.1% 2.3% 1 - 9.4
Ratings ::rom Grade Level Groups Re: Instructors (Q.3)
4 3 2 1
er. Excellent Good Fair Poor % of N
1. 1 - 3 67.3% 32.0% 0.7% 31.5
2. 1 - 6 70.3% 29.7% - - 7.9
3. 4 - 6 71.2% 28.8% - - 23.8
4. 7 - 9 76,7% 23.3% - - 18.4
5. 7 - 1 2 73.2% 24.4% 2.4% - 8.8
6. 10 - 12 84.4% 15.6% - - 9.6
Grade Level Group Ratings of Project TEACH Compared to 
Other Professional Training (Q.5)
4 3 2 1
er. Excellent Good Fair Poor % of N
1. 1 - 3 16.1% 55.9% 27.3% 0.7% 32.1
2. 1 - 6 21.6% 43.2% 32.4% 2.7% 8.3
3. 4 - 6 16.0% 65.1% 18.9% — 23.8
4. 7 - 9 18.8% 60.0% 21.3% — 17.9
5. 7 - 1 2 22.0% 63.4% 14.6% — 9.2
6. 10 - 12 30.0% 1 56.4% 12.8% - 8.7
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Quotation from:
Alfonso, Firth and Neville; Instructional Supervision
Allyn & Bacon, Toronto 
1981, pp. 405-406
PROFESSIONAL ASSOCIATION PROGRAMS
"Staff development activities are also sponsored 
by local, state, and national teacher associations. 
Although almost totally neglected by state organizations 
and the National Education Association (NEA) for most 
of its history, staff development is now given a 
considerable amount of attention by both national and 
state affiliates. Local and state programs are directed 
at what are perceived to be the critical needs of teachers. 
Both state associations and the NEA have devoted staff 
time to the development programs, some of which have 
already been designed and marketed. One of the most 
successful of these, "Project TEACH" has been used in 
many parts of the country. The unique feature of 
Project TEACH is that it is designed for and by teachers, 
and the instruction is primarily in the hands of 
outstanding classroom teachers. It is an interesting 
example of the teaching profession responding to its 
own needs for staff development. Typically, the 
instruction in Project TEACH is offered in cooperation 
with a neighboring college or university through which 
graduate credit can be obtained. (Some universities 
have been either unable or unwilling to cooperate with 
Project TEACH for reasons of internal academic policy; 
but the popularity of such association-sponsored programs 
has been an additional message to higher education that 
many of its traditional offerings have been missing the 
mark.) Teacher association sponsored staff development 
programs are designed apart from the school system, as 
are state department programs, the instructional 
supervisor has little or no influence over the content 
and focus. It is extremely difficult to provide any 
follow-up or to build upon the program. White it is 
possible that association-sponsored activities could 
be part of a comprehensive staff development plan— or of 
an individual development plan— in the absence of 
locally devised plans, they may also be well conceived 
but unfortunately irrelevant to the work and development 
of a classroom teacher. It Is important for an 
instructional supervisor to be aware of such developments 
and to plan, when appropriate, for their inclusion into 
faculty development programs."
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An Evaluation Proposal of Project TEACH
By
Educational Research and Services 
College of Education 
Bowling Green State University 
March, 1977
The Evaluation proposal, described herein,is addressing four components 
of the TEACH Project, namely
1. The Team Leader's Workshop to be held at Keyon College, August, 1977
2. The teachers' self assessments of their behavior changes due to their
exposure to the TEACH Program
3. A control-experimental situation using TEACH and non-TEACH teachers
and students
4. Implementation of TEACH practices evidenced by classroom
observations.
Each of the above areas will be addressed separately.
1. THE TEAM LEADER'S WORKSHOP —  AUGUST, 1977 
Frame of Reference
It is expected that 20 to 40 master teachers will be chosen to attend the 
summer workshop. An instrument will be developed that will permit the 
participants to evaluate the effectiveness of the summer workshop in 
1) providing them with an adequate knowledge of TEACH, and 2) in providing 
them with the confidence and ability to go back to their school districts and 
conduct similar workshops.
In addition to data derived from having administered the above instrument, 
the participatns will be asked to complete a modified version of the U. of 
Illinois course evaluation form. This form permits somewhat of a specific
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evaluation of the performances of the workshop teachers or leaders •
The following serves to summarize this section of the evaluation.
Design: One sample, ex-post-facto data
Sample: 20 - 40 master teachers
Instruments: 1. Participant’s Self-assessment of their knowledge of
TEACH and their confidence and ability to tench TEACH (Abbreviated "KCA" 
(knowledge, confidence, ability). 2. Modified Version o'f U. of Illinois 
Course Evaluation Form.
Procedures: Both instruments will be administered the Inst day of the
summer workshop— participants will not sign their names to the evaluation
forms. . .
Analysis: Item analyses, percentages, summary statistics
♦
Follow-Up: The same master teachers will be asked to complete another
copy of the KCA instrument in December —  at that time most if not all of
them will have completed teaching TEACH to their peers..
2. EVALUATIVE INPUT FROM ALL TEACHERS
Frame of Reference
If 40 master teachers should attend the August workshop and if most, if 
not all, of the 40 should go back to their home school districts and teach 
TEACH to 20 of their peers, there would be approximately BOO widely scattered 
Ohio classroom teachers involved in the fall 1977 project. An instrument 
entitled ’A Self-Evaluation of the TEACH Materials/Activities in Altering My 
Behavior as a Teacher’ will be administered via the master teacher to all 
participants. This instrument will be administered at the last insorvlce
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meeting. (It should be noted that the fourth section of this evaluative re­
port attempts to validate via selected observations the data the teachers 
are likely to record.)
The following serves to summarize the second section of the evaluation 
proposal:
Design: One sample —  ex-post-facto data
Sample: Between 400 and 800 classroom teachers scattered throughout
the State of Ohio
Instrument: A Self-Evaluation of the TEACH Materials/Activity in Alter­
ing My Behavior as a Teacher
Procedures: The instrument will be administered near the end of the
inservice session —  late November or December 1977. The master teacher
will be in charge of distributing and < o! lue.t Ing the unsigned instruments.
#
Analysis: Separate and pooled item analyses, separate and pooled summary
statistics.
3. A MORE IH-DEl’TH EXAMINATION OK TKACH 
AND NON-TEACH TEACHERS ASH STUDENTS
The purpose of the third phase of the evaluation is. to investigate the 
following questions:
A. Do teachers who participate in Project TEACH perceive that the project 
improved their skills for dealing with discipline problems, maintaining 
classroom control and management, and relating positively and effectively 
with students? (A Self-Evaluation of the TEACH Materials/Activities in 
Altering My Behavior as a Teacher.)
B. .Jo teachers who participate in Project TEACH perceive that Team 
Teachers (Master Teachers) are effective instructors?
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C. Do teachers who participate in '’reject TKACH develop more positive 
attitudes toward their students?
D. Do students of teachers who participate In Project TKACH develop 
more positive attitude toward school and more positive self-concepts? 
Design: The design planned to investigate questions A and B may be 
described as a post-test only, control group design. Instruments (2) de­
signed to measure teacher perceived utilisation of Project TKACH skills 
and the quality of their instructors for developing and utilizing these 
skills will be administered at the end of the project. Comparisons
will be made between an experimental group of teachers who participate
in Project TEACH and arc instructed by Team Leaders and a control group
of teachers who did not participate In Project TKACH. The design planned
to Investigate questions C and D may he described as a pre-post test,
■ #
control group design. Instruments designed to measure teacher attitude 
toward students, student attitude toward school, and student self-c<•crept 
will be administered at the beginning and at the end of the inservice 
project. Comparisons will be B-adw between an experimental group of 
teachers who participate in Project TEACH and nr■■ Instructed by toaa 
teachers and a control group of teachers who did not participate in 
Project TEACH on both the pre and posttusts. Comparisons will also ho 
made among the students of the two groups of teachers.
Instruments: Four Instruments will he used to measure the four depen­
dent variables In this; phase of the evaluation.
School Sentiment Index. Th ' Sc! too I Sent im-nt. Indu:: (Instructional 
Object ives Exchange, 196Hj was dunic.uctl to meantru student attitude toward 
school. It provides score:; o.i fiv.- sub-tents: attitude toward tench**":;,
peurn, learning situations, hue! social climate and school in general.
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Student Description of Teaching. The Student Description of Teaching 
was designed to measure student evaluation of instruction. It provides 
scores on scholarship, organizational clarity, interaction with group, 
interaction with individuals, enthusiasm and a general assessment of 
the teacher, the total course experience and student acconplishment in 
the course.
Self Evaluation of Myself as a Teacher. Thu Self Evaluation of
Myself as a Teacher was designed to measure teacher attitudes toward their
students. It provides a self-report of self-perceived behavior toward
students. Since the original instrument was not designed to measure
the specific objectives of Project TKACH, inappropriate items ulll be
deleted and additional items added that more directly relate to the
objectives of the project. The revised instrument will provide a single 
*
score obtained by combining the responses to approximately 15 likert 
type items.
A Self-Evaluation of the Kffcctlveness of Project TEACH Materials/ 
Activities in Altering My behavior as a Teacher. This is an instrument 
th.;t is yet to be developed. (It is also used in the second section of 
the evaluation project.) It will be designed to measure teacher perceived 
development of skills for dealing with discipline problems, maintaining 
classroom control and management, and relating positively and effectively 
with students. The instrument will be similar to the Iowa Evaluation 
Summary: Teacher Effectiveness^and Classroom Handling (197f>) developed
by Performance Learning Systems to investigate the effectiveness of 
Project TEACH.
Sample: Two distinct and different groups of teachers and two distinct
and different groups of students will be utilized in this phaae of the study.
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Teacher Experimental Croup, The Teacher Experimental Croup will 
consist of approximately sixty teachers. The teachers in this group will 
be teaching during the 1977-78 school year in grades four, five, or six 
in Northwest Ohio and will be instructed in the utilization of Project 
TEACH materials and techniques by team leaders. These team leaders 
will have had inservice at Kenyon College in August, 1977.
Student Experimental Croup. The Student Experimental Croup will 
consist of those students la classes taught by teachers in the Teacher 
Experimental Croup.
Teacher Control Croup. The Teacher Control Group will consist of
approximately twenty teachers. The teachers in thi": group will be
randomly selected from teachers in education graduate courses offered
Fall Quarter, at Bowling Green State University. They will be teaching 0
during the 1977-78 school year in grades four, five, or si:: in Northwest 
Ohio and will not be participating in Project TEACH.
Student Control Croup. The Student Control Croup u!ll con-sist of 
those students in classes taught by teachers in the Teacher Control 
Group.
Procedures; At the conclusion of the Summer Workshop, the BCSU faculty 
instructor will identify those team teachers from the Northwest Ohio 
area. From these team teachers will be obtained the number of teachers 
in their unit who are in the fourth, fifth, or sixth grades (Teacher 
Experimental Croup) and the number of students in the classes of these 
teachers (Student Experimental Croup).
Packets containing directions ior administer lag and sufficient 
copies of the School Sentiment Index and the Sel*: Evaluation o' Myself 
as a Teacher will be distributed to these team teachers. Similar i;:fo»*-
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(nation and packets will be distributed to BGSU faculty who are acting 
as team leaders in Northwest Ohio and to teachers who are students in 
education graduate courses at BGSU during its fall quarter (Teacher 
Control Group and Student Control Group).
These two instruments will be administered as Pre-tests during the 
first week of October and returned by mail.
At the end of the project similar packets containing directions for 
administering and sufficient copies of the School Sentiment Index, and 
the Self Evaluation of Myself as a Teacher will be distributed and 
returned by mail. These instruments will be administered as post-tests 
during the middle part of December.
In addition, packets containing the Self Evaluation of the.Effective­
ness of Project TEACH Materials/Activities in Altering My Behavior as a 0
Teacher and the Student Description of Teaching will be distributed to 
the team teachers and will be administered at their final meeting with 
teachers in their units (Teacher Experimental Group) and returned by mail. 
Data Analysis: Each of the teacher groups and the student groups will bo
described by frequency distributions, means and standard deviations for 
their distribution of scores obtained on each instrument both prc and post. 
The difference among mean scores obtained by the experimental and control 
teacher groups and the differtsnce arr-rig mean scores obtained by the 
experimental and control student groups* on each instrument will be traced 
by Analysis of Variance.
A. IN CLASS OBSERVATION OF TEACH TEACHERS
In an attempt to document that the project teachers do use in their 
classroom the communication skills taught in the "Seminar in Teacher Effective­
ness and Classroom Handling," an obsorv'nt Lmutl study will be conducted. The
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particulars are as follows:
Design: Quasi-experimcntal: time series
°1 X1 X2 X3 °2 X4 X5 X6 °3 X7 X8 X9 °4 X10 X11 X12 °5
Where the 0's represent observations and the X’s represent the twelve
three hour seminar sessions offered between September and December.
Sample: It 13 expected that twenty to .forty mater teachers will attend
the summer workshop. Each master teacher will then in conjunction with a 
university consultant offer a seminar which will deal with the same topics 
addressed in the summer workshop to interested teachers in the master 
teacher's school system. From this population of interested teachers 
in each school system will be selected the sample for the observational 
study. The subjects in the observational study will be de?ernincd by 
randomly selecting, when feasible, one teacher who registered for the 
seminar from each school system. We shall c.ill thesa selected teachers 
'protege'teachers’.
Instrument: An observational system dealing with the communication skills
to be developed in the summer workshop and the September to Doce.-ber 
seminar will be Jointly developed during the week of August 22, 1977, by 
the instructors of the summer workshop and a measurement specialist. 
Procedures: Each master teacher will observe his/her protc-.c* teacher five
times during the September to December time period. Each observation 
session will be between thirty and forty minutes in duration. The master 
teacher will systematically observe the protege'toucher using the instru­
ment discussed above. One observation, will occur prior to the first 
seminar, after the third ucmlnar, after tho sixth seminar, after the ninth 
seminar, and after the twelfth rvmtunr. Tin* protege' teacher will be 
observed by botli tho master teacher and a tmUv'-::ity consultant durfn; two 
observations. This action 1 neeesn-fy for the d.Terain t,p f-? v "'ate*-
reliability.
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Statistical Analyses: To determine if the communication skills learned
in the twelve seminars arc being implemented in the classrooms by the 
protege”* teachers, the data collected by the master teachers during the 
five observation periods will be analyzed using as tinny one-way analyses 
of variance with repeated measures as there are dependent variables. The 
independent variable in all analyses will be time (0 ,^ 0 ,^ 0 ,^ 0 ,^ O^ ) 
and tentatively the dependent variables will be:
1. questionning and paraphrasing skills
2. supportive skills
3. problem solving skills
4. counseling and advising skills
5. humor and non-confrontation skills
6. group dynamics skills 
*
7. judgment and hypothesizing skills
To estimate the interrater relijbility, analysis of variance procedures 
will be utilized to calculate the intra-class correlation coefficient.
3 / 2 9 / 7 7
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Abstract
THE EFFECT OF A SELECTED INSERVICE TRAINING PROGRAM 
IN MODIFYING TEACHER BEHAVIOR
By
Theodore L. Buttel
B.A. University of Iowa 
M.A. Northeast Missouri State University
Emanuel Hurwitz, Ph.D/, Advisor 
Associate Professor 
College of Education 
University of Illinois 
• Chicago, Illinois
A Dissertation Submitted in Partial Fulfillment 
J of the Requirements for the Degree of
Doctor of Philosophy
WALDEN UNIVERSITY 
December 1978
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a
The purpose of this study was to evaluate a commer- 
^ cial program, Teacher Effectiveness and Classroom Handling;.
for modifying or changing the verbal usage of teachers in 
dealing with students. This study served to evaluate 
whether T.E.A.C.H., like Gordon's Teacher Effectiveness 
Training; and Carkhull's Interpersonal Skills Training; for 
Teachers, could be effective in modifying teacher behavior 
along positive lines.
Teacher-student relationships and their effect on 
achievement, plus modifying teacher behavior, were well 
documented in the literature. The major gap in the 
literature was research which dealt with the evaluation 
of commercial programs for training the skills that other 
aspects of the literature suggested would provide desirable 
results in enhancing student learning and self-concept.
The study dealt with a comparison of two samples, 
consisting of thirty-six people in each group. The two 
groups used a pre/post test control design to be compared. 
Each group did a simulated classroom situation in role 
play. The audio-tapes of both groups were charted by the 
experimental group which had been trained to recognize 
the verbal skills. The intervention for the experimental 
group was a commercial program for skills development 
called Teacher Effectiveness and Classroom Handling. Chi
3
3
A
A
A
k
=3
=3
=3
=3
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Square and T-Scores were used to determine if the interven­
tion had successfully modified the skills -usage of the 
experimental group and in the case of the control group to 
see if they were modified without the intervention over 
the same time period.
Based on statistical results it was concluded that 
Teacher Effectiveness and Classroom Handling does signi­
ficantly change teacher behavior in the following ways.
1. T.E.A.C.H. would increase the number of verbal skills 
options used by teachers. 2. T.E.A.C.H. would increase the 
supporting verbal skills used by teachers. 3* T.E.A.C.H. 
would increase the Problem Solving Inquiries and Contingent 
Action Proposals used by teachers. 4. T.E.A.C.H. would 
decrease the Authority Statements, Disapproval Statements 
and the Negative Statements used by teachers.
i
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COLLEGE OF MOUNT SAINT JOSEPH'SURVEY 
OF 423 GRADUATE EDUCATION TEACHERS 
WHO HAVE TAKEN PROJECT T.E.A.C.H.
(TEACHER EFFECTIVENESS AND CLASSROOM HANDLING)
AND P.R.I.D.E.
(PROFESSIONAL REFINEMENTS IN DEVELOPING EFFECTIVENESS) 
TWO TO SEVEN YEARS AFTER TAKING THE COURSES*
GENERAL OVERVIEW
The survey shows that the canpetance of the instructors and the effectiveness of the 
courses are superior to other graduate education courses. This correlates well with 
the B.G.S.U. O.E.A. research study and the B.G.S.U. instrument that placed Project 
T.E.A.C.H. instructors consistantly in the top 10 percent of B.G.S.U. graduate teacher 
education evaluations. It also meshes with what Mount Saint Joseph hears from teachers 
in the field.
THE REPORT
This is a two page summary. The first page contains the raw data and percentages for 
each of the questions. The second page is a summary of important facts. The entire 
report and the data are available for review upon request including the means, 
variances, standard deviations, range, population parameters, and data distribution 
coefficients.
December 1983
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VERY
EXCELLENT GOOD GOOD FAIR POOR
1
General appropriateness of the ! 198 
course content ! 46.3 %
184
43.5 %
37 
8.7 %
2
0.4 %
!
2
0.4 %
j
How well did it help you learn ! 134 
the subject ! 31.6 %
227
53.6 %
51 
12.1 %
9
2.1 %
0
0.0 %
j
» 184
General approach and organization ! 43.5 %
189 
44.7 %
40
9.5 %
7
1.7 %
0
0.0 %
! 102
Lasting value of the course to me ! 24.2 %
206
48.9 %
94 
22.8 %
15 
3.5 %
!
3 ! 
0.7 % !
J
1 138
Imnediate value of the course to me ! 32.7 %
202 
47.9 %
64
15.2 %
12 
2.8 %
1 ! 
0.2 % !
j
! 150
Effectiveness of course materials ! 35.4 %
202 
47.9 %
51
12.1 %
14
3.3 %
!
1 ! 
0.2 % !
»
Instructor's knowledge of I 289 
subiect matter ! 68.3 %
!
99 ! 26 
23.4 % ! 6.1 %
3
0.7 %
t
2 I 
0.4%
! ! ! ! 
Instructor's ability to orient the ! 248 ! 126 ! 39 1 5  
class to the obiectives of the course ! 58.6 % ! 29.8 % ! 9.2 % ! 1.2 %
3
0.7 %
i
Instructor's ability to make the ! 243 
presentation interesting and effective ! 57.5 %
1 I 
124 ! 43 ! 7 
29.3 % J 10.2 % ! 1.7 %
5
1.2 %
1
Instructor's ability to stimulate 1 242 
active class participation ! 57.2 %
127 
30.0 %
i
38 I 11 
9.0 % ! 2.6 %
3
0.7 %
i
Fairness in judging participant ! 252 
class contributions ! 59.6
! !
128 ! 29 1 4  
30.2 1 6.e ! 0.8
4
0.8
Canparison with other graduate level ! 202 
instructors ! 47.9 %
1 !
142 ! 49 I 7 
33.7 % ! 11.6 % ! 1.7 %
8
1.9 %
i
i 198
Practicality for application of ideas ! 46.8 %
! !
162 I 48 ! 11 
38.3 % ! 11.4 % ! 2.6 %
1
0.2 %
BEST BETTER SPME
OF LESS 
VALUE
OF LEAST 
VALUE
Canparison with other graduate level ! 127 
programs I have taken__________________ ! 30.1 % !
217
51.4 %
1
43 
10.2 %
15
3.6 %
3
1.2 %
»
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1200 letters, evaluations, and return postage were sent to teachers who attended Project 
T.E.A.C.H. or P.R.I.D.E. classes at least 2 years prior to the survey.
Of this group,
261 envelopes were returned because 'there was no forwarding address. This left 939 
surveys in the field. Of this group, 423 (45%) responded. 12Q0
-261
939Cements
1) 90% of participants evaluated the following categories as excellent or very good.
Instructor knowledge of subject matter 92 %
General appropriateness of the course content 90
Fairness in judging participant class contributions 90
2) More than 70% said the course had excellent or very good lasting value.
Lasting value of the course to me 73 %
Immediate value of the course to me 80
Cement: The designers anticipated an inmediate value of 80%. The lasting value was
anticipated at 20% to 40% - it was 73%.
3) On comparing our instructors with other graduate level instructors, 47.9% of the 
respoondants rated our instructors as excellent. 33.7% rated than very good, 11.4% 
rated them as good, and 2.6% rated than as fair. 85% of the respondants rated them as 
excellent or very qcod in comparison with other graduate level educators.
4) On comparing our courses with other graduate programs, 81% of the respondants rated 
them as the best or as better. 30.1% rated than as the best ever.
5) The instructors themselves were most frequently rated as excellent and very good in 
their ability to model effective teaching practices.
Knowledge of subject matter 68.3 % excellent
23.4 % very good
Orients the class to objectives 58.6 % excellent
29.8 % very good
Interesting and effective 57.5 % excellent
29.3 % very good
Stimulates active class participation 57.2 % excellent
* 30.0 % very good
Fairness in judging class participation 59.6 % excellent
30.2 % very good
Comment: This is due both to selection training and the instructor support system. 
Special Note
The data entry person communicated that the consistantly lew ratings came fran the 
same people. A special check was made to see if the respondants were naming the same 
instructor. The instructors named were not active after the spring of 1981. The data 
was retained but the reader should know that those instructors were washed out.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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AUTHOR 
TITLE 
PUB DATE 
NOTE
BDRS PRICE 
DESCRIPTORS
Howarth, Les
Project T.E.A.C.H.: An Evaluative Study.
81
32p.
MF01/PC02 Plua Postage.
Education Courses: Eleaentary School Teachers;
Foreign Countries: "Inforaation Utilisation; 
Mnservics Teacher Education; "Participant 
Satisfaction; Peer Relationship; "Prograa 
Eftectiveness; Secondary School Teachers; "Teacher 
Attitudes; Teacher Education Prograas; Teaching 
Skills
IDENTIFIERS Canada; "Project TEACH 
ABSTRACT
A survey oC 17 graduates of Project T.E.A.C.H. 
(Teacher Effectiveness and Classrooa Handling), an inserviea 
education prograa offered through the Ontario (Canada) Public School 
Men Teacher's Association in conjunction with Lesley College, used 
closed- and open-ended questions to obtain evaluations of the 
project's effectiveness. Five project areas » are surveyed: (1) 
present use of Project T.E.A.C.H. skills end standards; (2) actives 
for participation: (3) effect of Project T.E.A.C.H. on peer 
relationships; (4) teaching level; end (5) overall assassaent of the 
project as a teaching device. All respondents aaintained soae 
knowledge of the course coaponents, although the naount of 
iapleaentation of skills learned through the project decreased over i 
three-year period. In spite of a generally positive view of Project 
T.E.A.C.H., fewer than half of the respondents expressed an active 
desire to pursue its sequel, Project P.R.I.D.E. A copy of the 
questionnaire and glossary of teras is appended. (FG)
Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be wade
froa the original docuaent.
«
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Abstract
132
Fifty-four former participants of Project 
T . E . A . C . H .  were randomly designated as recipients 
of an evaluative questionnaire of the above mentioned 
course. Hased on the response tendencies; the motive 
for enrollment is intrinsically induced, the curriculum 
composition is derived of both familiar and innovative 
material, and the greatest benefit of the course is 
its enhancement of teacher-student interpersonal 
relationships. Practical enforcement of the course 
ingredients Js easily maintained as demonstrated by 
its universal exercise (within this sample) of at 
least some of the innate skills/strategies. Though 
this evaluation favours use at the intermediate level 
of education, defined patterrs of applicability within 
specialized areas do not exist.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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The refinement of survey design and analysis over recent 
years has transformed its acceptance to one of universality, 
a fundamental instrument of sociological research (Rosenture, 
1968). Kish (1965) considers the intent of survey inquiry as 
provision of empirical estimates of specified population values. 
It is with this understanding that the writer has undertaken 
an evaluation of an educational entity via a survey sampling 
design.
Project T.E.A.C.H. (Teacher Effectiveness and Classroom 
Handling) is offered in the province of Ontario by the Ontario 
Public School Men Teacher's Federation in conjunction with 
Lesley College.^- Having completed the course two years prior, 
this writer desired an evaluation of its usefulness from the 
viewpoint of other graduates.
2
The questionnaire constructed is descriptive-explanatory
(Trow, 1967) in nature, as statements are formed by participants
regarding components of the course, and subsequent attempts to
develop theoretical assertions regarding relationships and
processes are undertaken. This paper will analyze the survey
in three separate sections. The first part will consider the
features of the sampling technique, the second section will
3
document and interpret the data and in the final segment, 
inherent conclusions will be attempted.
The writer wishes to express his appreciation to the 
O.P.S.M.T.F. for its assistance in providing the necessary 
information allowing for a sample selection.
2
The questionnaire itself is presented in its entirety 
in the appendices of this paper.
3
Percentage figures cited throughout this paper are 
rounded off to the nearest tenth. Hence, their cumulative sum 
may not total exactly 1007.. ^
4
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I A p p e n d i x  B.5
Scope of the Purvey
{ Aa stated at the oucset, the survey was conducted to form
a general evaluation of Project T.E.A.C.H. As such, former
participants of the course were randomly selected by the
federation and designated for issuf.nee of the questionnaire.
w-
The spread was quite diverse, involving twenty-seven different 
Boards of Education and twenty-seven instructors within the 
province. The minimum number of times of citing an instructor 
within the sample was once and the maximum number of times was 
eight. The range of eligible participants predates to the 
inception of the affiliation between O.P.S.M.T.F. and Lesley 
College in presenting the course (1976) to the completion of 
the 1981 segment. Each year encompassed four terms of the 
course being offered (winter, spring, summer, fall). In total, 
the Ontario course registration of Project T.E.A.C.H. has been 
listed at 3,722,* of which 1.5* (54 individuals) were designated 
aa a  reliable sample size.^
Limitations of the Purvey
The survey is intended to provide a general evaluation of 
the Project T.E.A.C.H. components, not as an examination-of the
4
This figure was quoted to the writer by the O.P.S.M.T.F., 
effective December 1981.
^This number has been judged as a reliable sample size, 
taking into account the method of selection, the homogeneity 
of the group, the content of the survey (in that there is only 
one contingency question) and the method of collection. As 
Parten (1966) states, "It is better to have a smaller group 
without bias than a largo sample which is unrepresentative of 
the universe." (p.299). On these grounds, the 1.5* chosen, 
which in comparison, is not small, appears relevant.
-4-
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
relative m tatj.HtW-.i1 alp,nl 1 lcance ot the varluu9 areas of the Appendix B.5
135
course. Interpretation 13 baaed on the returned responses of 
former course graduates and will not be totally free of all 
sources of bias.^ Responses to Items on the questionnaire 
could not accurately be contained in a "yes" or "no" category,
’ et, the subjectivity level within a diverse scale of plausible 
answers, such as Likert's "strongly agree, agree, disagree, 
strongly disagree, or undecided" (Babbie, 197} p. 269) would 
be evident, hampering analysis. To strive for objective 
empiricism, closed ended questions were related to one*s 
practical use of the skills/strategies of Project T.E.A.C.H.
The scale of responses could then be effectively limited to 
"yes", "no", or "to a certain degree". The open-ended statements 
requested could be similarly analyzed as "positive", "negative" 
or "somewhat useful".
Mailing and Return Procedures
All questionnaires were mailed from Brock University and 
postmarked November 11, 1981 in St. Catharines, Ontario.
Inclusive was a stamped and addressed return envelope. A six 
week period was allotted for the participant's completion and 
return mailing of the questionnaire. O f  the fifty-four units 
mailed out, eight were unopened and promptly endorsed by the 
postal system as "return to sender" for various reasons. This
^As with the study of any occurrence which Is dependent upon 
the subject's knowledge of that entity, some bias will obviously 
exist. An interpreter may logically presume that responses will 
vary in positiveness according to the subject's graded success of 
the course. In addition, the temporal restraints (i.e. those who 
have most recently completed the course tend to be more familiar 
with its content) and the nature of the individual participant 
(in that those who have experienced success with the T.E.A.C.H. 
practices are more likely to respond) may profoundly affect the 
total range of response characteristics.
- b -
6
%
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n»*fc th*.* working group at forty-six, which this writer assumes 
r»*aehe«i their point of destination. hollowing the six ween 
allowable time frame, 31.0% (17) of the questionnaires had been 
received by the university. The response rate per weekly 
Intervals is charted In Figure 1.
-Insert Figure I here-
Though this figure is well below Babbie's (1973) 
personally preferred response rate of 50% for adequate data 
interpretation, as will be evidenced later, there are neverthe­
less interesting and relevant conclusions which may be drawn from 
the sample. Figure II graphically demonstrates the number of 
units mailed, the number of units assumed to reach their point 
of destination, and the number of units received by the writer 
within the specified time limit. Each yearly categorization of 
participation in Project T.E.A.C.H. is illustrated.
-Insert Figure 11 here-
Nature of the Survey
The survey itself has employed both closed-ended and open- 
ended questions. In the case of the former, alternatives of 
response are exhaustive and mutually exclusive., A categorical 
answer is all that is required. For the latter, a brief, 
personal comment or evaluation is requested. The questionnaire 
format, on the whole, has been deliberately devised to be simple
- 6-
7
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Appendix B.5 1 3 9
to encourage its completion and return. Due to the size of the
sample population, there is the presence of only one contingency
question (#4 is dependent on the response of If5). Attempts as
such have been utilized to minimize manipulation of very small
numerical figures within the sample.
A basic premise of probability sampling recognizes that:
"a sample will be representative of the
population from which it is selected if
all members have an equal chance of being
selected in the sample." (Babbie, 1973, p. 78)
Accepted as such, an equal probability of selection method
(EFSEM) has been initially employed for eligible .participants.
However, since confidentiality has been assured to all
respondents, signatures are not requested and there is not a
definite manner of identifying responses. Expectantly, one
is confronted with the dilemma of whether or not the returned
questionnaires represent a true random sample of the initial
sample. Recognition of additional biases to those mentioned in
footnote #6 is accomplished by completion of the participant's
instructional grade level, their involvement in specialized
programming (if applicable) and their relevant subject area.
This will be explored in greater detail at a subsequent stage of
the paper.
11. Documentation and Interpretation of Data
The second section of this paper considers the presentation 
of data received by the originator of the survey. The questioning 
procedure was intended as a reflection of the following areas 
within the Project T.E.A.C.H. curriculum:
(a) present use of the skills/strategies professed by Project 
T.E.A.C.H. in one's own professional environment
-9-
11
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(b) Indirldual motive for participation in Project T.E.A.C.H.
(c) the interpersonal aspect of Project T.E.A.C.H.
(d) an examination of a sample bias with respect to one's
professional situation
(e) an overall assessment and suggested usage of Project T.E.A.C.H. 
as a training device
r'igure III illustrates thi3 categorization o; the evluative form
as demonstrated by the questions within each subsection.
- Insert Figure M l  here -
The following more detailed summary will assist in its clarification.
(a) Present Use of the Skills/Strategies Professed by Project
fr.E.A.C.H. in one's own Professional Environment
There was a 100% (17) response rate to the question of
maintaining a general knowledge of the course. Though the term
"general knowledge" is to a large extent Individually defined,
47.1% (8) responded favourably to the above question to a certain
degree, while 52.9% (9) were even more affirmative in their
response. There were no replies stating an unfamiliarization of
the T.E.A.C.H. mechanics.
To the question regarding the practical implementation of
T.E.A.C.H. methodologies, again there was a 100% response rate.
The reversal to the previous question held true, in that 47.1%
(8) of the respondents used T.E.A.C.H. components on a regular
basis, while 52.9% (9) did so bnly to some extent. Though
similar proportions existed in questions HI and 12, those who
answered "yes" to the former did not comprise the same group as those
answering "yea" to the latter (ten of seventeen - 58.8% -
respondents answered identically to both questions). In
addition, 29.4% (5) of the respondents maintained a general
knowledge of the course ingredients but presently used them only
- l o -  1 2
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co a certain degree; while 1 1.1% (3) of the respondents, 
though they maintained only a certain degree of knowledge of 
the course, felt sufficiently enthusiastic about its applica­
bility as to practice its attributes on a regular basis.
The third item on the questionnaire in, in essence, a 
synthesis of the first two. One would expect that the vast 
majority of the five respondents reporting (yea) to items one 
and two, would reply (no loss at all in its practical usage) 
or (diminished only to a certain degree of its practical usage). 
This was in fact the case for 100% of the respondents:
Also, 41.2% (7) of the total returns (17) indicated that their 
continued practice of the Bkills/strategies of Project T.E.A.C.H. 
have diminished noticeably. As would be expected, the majority 
(57.134) or four of these respondents answered the less positive 
response of "to a certain degree" to items 11 and #2 above.
The fourth item studies the response of those seven 
subjects (41.2% of the total returns) who answered "yes" to 
question #3. In computing the statistics within this item itself, 
one respondent has to be declared invalid as it was felt that his/ 
her practice of T.E.A.C.H. constituents had declined, but could 
not be accounted for by any of the three alternatives provided.
Of the remaining six valid responses, one (16.7% of the selected 
population) felt that their personal diminished usage was due in 
part to the skills/strategies of T.E.A.C.H. not being applicable 
to the curriculum (this is 5.9% of the entire survey group). The 
five remaining subjects (83.3%) of the selected population, chose
80%
20%
declared non diminished usage 
declared somewhat diminished usage.
12-
15
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alternative (b) - their personal workload was already too 
demanding - as the most viable response (this respresents 
29.4# of the entire returned sample). There were no participants 
who felt that the complexity of T.E.A.C.H. methodologies prevented 
their appropriate application.
(b) Individual Motive for Participation in Pro.lect T.E.A.C.H.
The response rate regarding the reason for enrollment in 
Project T.E.A.C.H. was favourable to the need of personal develop­
ment. Sixteen individuals (94.IX) had this as at least partial 
requisite for taking the course. Four respondents (23.5%) had 
the additional benefit of a salary increment, but none indicated 
that was the sole reason for enrollment. In the case of one 
individual, neither alternative sufficed as a reason for course 
participation.
In consideration of registration in Project P.R.I.D.E., one 
respondent must be declared invalid, as he/she was not aware of 
the existence of this sequel to T.E.A.C.H., and therefore was 
unable to make a rational judgement regarding the question. Of
the remaining sixteen participants, a division of 50% (8) 
responses indicated that'they definitely intended to pursue 
P.R.I.D.E., 37.5% (6) responded that they did not desire to do
so, and 12.5% (2) were andeciaed.
Evaluation of the instructor's role in enhancing T.E.A.C.H. 
components included sixteen acceptable responses. Of these, 
twelve (75%) felt that the role of the instructor was a 
crucial factor, 12.5% (2) felt that it is somewhat of a factor 
and 12.5% (2) felt that the instructor's role is not a factor
-13-
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in promoting the crux of Project T. K. A . C. II. Thlo signifies 1 4 4  
rather dominant data support ng the importance of instructor 
selection. It is interesting to note that the two respondents 
who felt that the instructor’s role is not terribly important, 
differ widely in their present usage of the components of the 
course. One participant (in reply to items #1, H2 and #3) 
responded "yes", "yes" and "no", indicating a higher degree of 
knowledge of the course maintained and practiced. This appears 
to suggest that elements of the course are persuasive enough in 
themselves to be a beneficial factor regardleso of the instructor's 
personal style. The second participant who deemed the instructor's 
role as not being crucial, countered "no", "no", "yes" to the 
same three items. This Is indicative of a limited knowledge of 
the course as well as diminished practical usage. This individual 
also viewed the T.E.A.C.H. characteristics as being suitable only 
to a certain degree wituin his curriculum. Interpretation of 
this fact leads one to believe that some mechanics of the course 
are questionable, according to this respondent, and do not 
necessarily reflect the success or failure of the Instructor in 
promoting them.
In response to a global statement regarding Project T.E.A.C.H.'a 
inherent provision of skills/strategies (item #5) a significant 
pattern is noted. In total, 82.4% (14) of the subjects suggested 
that the course's ideas were innovative, 82.4% (14) of the 
subjects signified that they were provided with labels for easy 
recognition of familiar practices and 76.5% (13) of the subjects 
felt that the course was a review of skills/strategies they 
were previously aware of. Recurring high percentages within
-14-
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at’ three 'f these categories suggests that the course, on the 
vimlo, contributes both familiar aid innovative procedure:! 
and technique:! to most participants. It is interesting to 
note the case of a particular subject. He responded negatively 
to the review aspect of Project T.E.A.C.H., implying that the 
course presented to him/her predominantly new material. Yet 
in response to items #1, H2, and HZ on the questionnaire, 
he professed to having maintained a general knowledge of the 
course components and continued, non-diminished practice within 
his place of employment. This proposes that even though the 
course may be representative of new materia], it is sufficiently 
basic to facilitate comprehension and applicability for 
practical purposes.
(c) Interpersonal Aspect of Project T.E.A.C.H.
Item H9 is Intended to evaluate the effect of Project 
T.E.A.C.H. on one's own peer/professional relationship. The 
total survey return population replied to this question as per 
one of the three categorical responses provided. A definite 
affirmative answer was recorded by 47.IX- (8) of the subjects, 
a marginal response was listed by ?'i.4X (5) of the subjects, and 
a negative response (implying that the constituents of T.E.A.C.H. 
old not affect their peer/professional association) was designated
A
by 23. c>\ (4) of the subjects. However, when replying to item
(c) of the "brief comment" section, the entire response rate 
viewed Project T.E.A.C.H. as beneficial to enhancing teacher- 
student relationships. As one participant chose not to respond, 
the worklnggroup consisted of sixteen subjects. Thirteen (81.3/0 
of these felt that there was a positive connection between Project
-15-
18
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Appendix B.5 l'+o
T.E.A.C.H. and teacher-3tudent Interpersonal Involvement and
three (18.3ft) extended this concept even I'arUer, noting the
course's "excellence" in promoting this relationship.
item (b) produced a noted positive correlation between 
Project T.E.A.C.H. and a student's academic achievement. There 
were three non-responses, leaving fourteen Judged to be accept­
able. Of theBe, twelve (BS.Vft) declared T.E.A.C.H. strategies 
as beneficial and two (14.3'*) as non-effective on academic 
performance.
In comparing the personal and structural attributes of 
the course, six non-responses existed and two were considered 
invalid. This resulted in a working composition of nine 
replies. Four of these (44.4*0 denoted the structural aspect 
as paramount, one (11.1ft) assessed the verbal attributes as 
being more influential, and four (44.4ft) felt that the two 
components could not be separated as they formed a mutual 
complement.
An evaluation of questions 4f9,#a,fb,#c, appropriately combined 
produces one central theme. Without doubt, the responses reflect 
that the interpersonal effect of Project T.E.A.C.H. is more 
prominent in teacher-atudent endeavours than in peer social and 
professional interaction. As an instructional tool, the 
survey reviews the course components as being undeniably useful, 
but a transference or generalization external to the participants* 
place of employment appears to be somewhat limited.
(d) Sample bias with respect to one's professional situation.
To determine if a sample bias exists regarding one's 
professional background, the preliminary items relating to
- 16-
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Instructional grade level, field of specialization (if applicable), 
and subject area were introduced. of the seventeen returned 
questionnaires, there were sixteen acceptable responses and one 
non-response. The following percentages were noted at the 
various educational levels:
(i) primary (2) - 12$?;
til) junior (2) - 12$%
(iii) intermediate (8) - 50%
(iv) secondary (0) -70%
(v) other (4) - 25%
As indicated, there is a clear predominance of Involvement at 
the intermediate level of education or below, with particular 
emphasis on the intermediate level itself. One could probably 
assume that the lack of participants directly engaged with senior 
students would be reflected in responses given throughout the 
questionnaire. The only participant at the secondary level is 
involved in more of an Indirect basis (category (v) listed above).
There are no apparent patterns that occur regarding the 
prevalence of specialized programmes of Instruction and enroll­
ment in Project T.K.A.C.H. Specific fields such as music, 
library-resource, special education, French, and communications 
as well as the core subject areas are evidenced throughout.
An interesting and relevant aspect within this survey regarding 
the individuals who responded "yes", "yes",' "no" to items #1,
#2, and #3 occurred. As previously stated, these four individuals 
have attested at a high level to Project T.R.A.C.H.'s theory and 
practicality. Also, they are equally dispersed among the primary,
^Category (v) included two resource personnel at the junior- 
intermediate level, one library instructor (primary, junior and 
intermediate) and one special educator spanning all levels from 
primary to secondary inclusive.
-17-
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'junior, intermediate and resource areas of education within this
sample. This would seemingly suggest that at all levels
considered within the confines of the present study, the
Project T.E.A.C.H. curriculum can be adhered to and utilized in
a practical manner.
(e) Overall assessment and usage as a training device.
Within this section, items (d) and (f) can be categorized 
according to negative and affirmative replies. Regarding the 
alteration of one's instructional style, as influenced by Project 
T.E.A.C.H., there were sixteen responses, twelve (75%) of which 
stated a positive reaction, while four (25%) noted no change in 
their personal style.
With respect to the instruction of T.E.A.C.H. to pre-service 
student teachers, there was a fairly even split of seven 
individuals (46.7%) in favour and eight Individuals (53.3%) 
opposed.
Items (e) and (g) comprise the oniy two questions within the 
survey that cannot be generalized as to a positive or negative 
response. Yet, the nature of the responses is critical in forming 
an accurate assessment of Project T.E.A.C.H.
Responses to item (e) , denoting a specific area in which 
the skilla/strategies of Project T.E.A.C.H. are most useful, can 
be arranged into four groups. Of the fifteen acceptable replies, 
three (20%) stated that there was not a specific area most useful; 
three (20%) stated that their personal momentum had improved 
(by avoiding confrontation and generally being more capable of 
facing their employment situation); two (13.3%) stated that the most
- 18-
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noticeable effect was on their instructional" techniques (use of 
group work, questioning methods); and seven (46.73) cited the 
enhancement of teacher-student relationships (via skills such as 
counselling) as the most helpful resource within the course.
Item (f) on the questionnaire requests from the participant 
a suggested area of further research with project T.E.A.C.H.
Of the eleven respondents, five (45.63) indicated general content 
wltn the course, not recommending any structural changes, two 
(18.23) proposed that the course undergo a periodic review to 
continually assure its relevance, two (18.23) suggested Instruction 
in the course's implementation external to one's workplace, and 
two (18.23) expressed the need of altering the tape and text 
materials to be more applicable to the elementary level of 
education.
III. Conclusions
It may be stated, though arguably so, that the optimum 
Indicator of the effectiveness of an educational aid, is its 
subsequent usage in a practical setting. The questionnaire has 
been designed, via three items (#1, 12, H3), to reflect on this 
concept. As referred to throughout the paper, four respondents 
(23.53 of the total return sample) have Indicated the maintenance 
of a general knowledge of Project T.E.A.C.H. skills/strategies and 
continued, non diminished practice of them. Though these individuals 
would be located at the uppermost portion of the spectrum describing 
the course benefits, more compelling evidence of its success lies in the 
fact that 1003 of the returned samples have maintained some knowledge 
of the course components and continue to practice its attributes at 
minimum to a certain degree within their own field. In relation to 
degrees of practicing Project T.E.A.C.H. components, the length of
22*
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time between the course graduation and the present study does
have some effect. Table 1 below illustrates this idea in
response to item H2 (continued use of skills/strategies of
Project T.E.A.C.H. on a regular basis).
TABLE I
YEAR IN-ftJitlCH COURSE WAS TAKEN “
•...... 197R 1979 1980 1981
Yes To a Yes To a Yes To a Yes To a
Certain Certain Certain Certain
Degree Degree Degree Degree
33.3* 66.7* 42.9* 57.1* 60.0* 40* 100% .0%
(1) (2) (3) (4) (3) (2) (2) (0)
As shown, the degree of implementation steadily progresses with 
the more recent graduates. But, it is worthy to note that in 
every case, respondents still employ the course methodologies to 
some extent, at least.
Writer’s Comment
Results of this study indeed have indicated a positive review 
of Project T.E.A.C.H. Paradoxically, though, as stated earlier, 
29.4* (5) of the total number of returned responses have indicated 
that their use of the course components decreased since completion 
because of an excessive personal workload. It is this writer's 
understanding that a precise goal of the skills/strategies professed 
is to faciliatate conditions contributing to one's workload. In 
essence, the denial of some objectives of the course can be 
accounted for by a particular intent of their implementation! 
Reflecting once more on the four Individuals who felt that they have 
maintained a high degree of knowledge of the T.E.A.C.H. components, 
and their continued practice within their professional setting,
- 20-
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15% (3) have responded affirmatively to item (d) - Project 
T.E.A.C.H.'s assistance in alteration of one's instructional style. 
This is an indicator that they have incorporated these strategies 
within their own personal repertoire oT skills. The reciprocal effect 
of increased usage and greater familiarization have obviously 
countered their workload demands. Undcubtably, this point is 
worthy of note to instructors of the course.
As previously mentioned, respondents have shown a high degree 
of intrinsic motivation for enrollment in Project T.E.A.CiH. In 
addition, they have viewed the course as being helpful. Yet, fewer 
than half (47.IX) expressed an active desire to pursue Project 
P.R.I.D.E. Enrollment statistics provided by O.P.5.M.T.F. bear 
this fact out. Of the 3,722 individuals who have completed 
T.E.A.C.H., only 960 (25.8&)® have attended to its sequel. Given 
the success that Project T.E.A.C.H. has enjoyed, one could equally 
expect that through exposure. Project P.R.I.D.E. could attain 
similar heights.
As evidenced by the replies, the choice of instructors of the 
course is paramount. Indeed, the federation is worthy of credit 
due to the Buccess in selection of those whom it has employed. The 
biggest single value of the course has been demonstrated through 
its enhancement of teacher-student Interpersonal relationships. 
Promotion of this human based concept is greatly dependent upon one's 
own personalized style of instruction. Obviously, the instructors 
selected have exemplified this characteristic in a noticeable manner.
This survey has been intended as a general evaluation of 
Project T.E.A.C.H. Though all types of bias cannot be effectively
®These figures are inclusive to the completion of the fall 
term, 1981.
■ 2 1 ~  24
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eliminated, and manipulation of numerical figures hampers 
validity because of their paucity, there are, nevertheless, definite 
patterns to the questioning which have evolved. The consequent 
analysis has alleged the expressed desire of assistance to 
officials of the sponsoring agency of the course. It is hoped 
that in doing so, a more detailed understanding is grasped with 
respect to the offering of Project T.K.A.C.H.
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Glossary of 'ferma
Invalid Response - refers to an item on a completed questionnaire 
which la inappropriately responded to (i.e. an elicitted 
response different than a categorical choice provided).
Non-Response - refers to a non-answered item of a returned, 
completed questionnaire.
Response Rate - refers to the percentage of completed and
returned questionnaires in relation to the total number of 
questionnaires issued and assumed to reach their point of 
destination.
Returned Sample: Survey Group - refers to those Individuals 
within the confines of the survey:
(a) who have completed in whole or in part the 
questionnaire, and
(b) who have returned the questionnaire to the 
originator of the survey, and
(c) whose completed questionnaire has been received 
by the sender within the specified time limit
Selected Population - refers to individuals responsive to a:t r I  
specific item under consideration.
-25- 2 R
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November 9, 1981
Dear Sir/Madam:
For attainment of partial credit in graduate studies In 
education at Brock University, I have agreed to undertake an 
evaluation of the Project T.E.A.C.H. course. As a former 
participant of the course, my personal assessment will be 
assisted by your completion of the enclosed questionnaire.
Your cooperation in returning the completed form punctually 
in the stamped and addressed envelope provided is very much 
appreciated. To ensure confidentiality, your signature 1s not 
requested.
Thank you I
Sincerely,
LH/rmd Les Howarth
Encl.
29
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Grade Level you are presently teaching
Specialized program of Instruction {If applicable)
Subject Area _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Term and date In which the Project T.E.A.C.H. 
course was taken
YES NO TO A CERTAII DEGREE 1
1. Have you maintained a general knowledge of the skills 
strategies professed by Project T.E.A.C.H.?
I
I
i
2. Do you continue to practice the skills/strategies 
on a regular basis In your profession? •i
3. Do you find that your practical application of the 
skills/strategies of Project T.E.A.C.H. has diminished 
since Immediate completion of the course?
4
i
1
«
4. If you answered "YES'* to question (3) above, Is It 
predominately due to:
(a) the skills/strategies of Project T.E.A.C.H. are 
not applicable to the curriculum?
(b) your personal workload Is already very demanding?
(c) Project T.E.A.C.H. methodologies are too complex 
to understand or apply?
«
1
5. Do you feel that Project T.E.A.C.H. :
(a) provided you with Innovative Ideas?
(b) provided you with a label and a manner of easily 
recognizing skills/strategies that you were previously 
familiar with?
(c) was a review of skills/strategies that you were 
well aware of? ,
6. Did you take Project T.E.A.C.H.
(a) for personal upgrading?
(b) as a means for salary Increment?
(c) both?
30
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YES NO 10'A'CERTAIN DEGREE
7. Do you Intend to pursue the sequel to Project 
T.E.A.C.H. 7 (Project P.R.I.D.E.)
8. Do you think that the Instructor's role
(of Project T.E.A.C.H.) Is crucial 1n promoting 
Its concepts?
1
9. Have you found that the skills of Project T.E.A.C.H. 
have offered assistance In your own peer/professional 
relationship?
1
1J
PLEASE COMMENT BRIEFLY on the following points:
(a) Compare the personal attributes component (verbal skills) and the structural aspect 
(sustaining momentum and non-confrontatlve tactics) of Project T.E.A.C.H.
(b) Assess the overall effectiveness of Project T.E.A.C.H. as It relates to facilitating 
pupil academic achievement.
(c) Assess the overall effectiveness of Proejct T.E.A.C.H. as It relates to enhancing 
teacher-student Interpersonal relationships.
(d) Has Project T.E.A.C.H. assisted you In altering your teaching style? If your answer 
is YES, In what way?
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(e) Is there a specific area 1n which the skills/strategies of Project T.E.A.C.H. 
have proven most useful?
(f) Would you suggest the Instruction of Project T.E.A.C.H. to Pre-Service student 
teachers? (If YES, please comment briefly).
(g) Is there a specific area which Project T.E.A.C.H. requires further research 
and Instruction?
32
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INSTRUCTION and 
PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT
IOWA
EVALUATION SUM M ARY  
TEACHER EFFECTIVENESS
AND
CLASSROOM HANDLING
I S E A / I P D
9 / 7 6
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Iowa
EVALUATION SUMMARY 
Teacher  E f f e c t i v e n e s s  and Classroom Han dl ing
I SEA/IPO  
9 / 7 6
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SAMPLE: 542
Has the  seminar  in c reased  your  u n d ers ta n d in g  o f  the c las sroom dynamics  
“  in the  f o l l o w i n g  areas? no
Yes No
V e r b a l  S k i l l s ........................................................................................98,9% 536 / 5 4 2  4
N o n - C o n f r o n t a t i o n ..................................   98,1% 525 / 5 3 5  1
C o u n s e l l i n g ............................................................................................ 69,9% 487 / 5 4 2  11
Group Problem S o lv in g  .................................................................  95,6% 518 / 5 4 2  7
H u m o r ........................................................................................................... 79,3% 406 / 5 1 2  55
Problem S o lv in g  ( P .O . W .E .R .  J u d g m e n t ) ............................ 93,8% 506 / 5 3 9  3
Time M a n a g e m e n t ...........................................................................................  . 454 14
C u r r ic u lu m  D e c is io n  Making ................................................................. 328 48
Not Sure
2
944
17
51
30
43
156
7
30 
3
31 
10
How would you r a t e  the  seminar  as compared t o  o t h e r  e d u c a t i o n a l  o r  p r o f e s s i o n a l  
t r a i n i n g  you have taken?
207 The best  I ' v e  tak en 267 S u p e r io r 62 Comparable 3 Not as 
Good
3 NA
How do you r a t e  the  seminar  as a whole?
442 E x c e l l e n t  93 Good ___ 4 _ F a i r
Hew do you r a t e  the competency o f  the  i n s t r u c t o r ?  
473 E x c e l l e n t  65 Good 1 F a i r
Poor
Poor
3 NA
3 NA
6 . Many r e s e a r c h e r s  a r e  concerned w i t h  the degree t o  which the  seminar  has 
chanced the c lassroom per formance  o f  the t e a c h e r .  P lea se  check b e s id e  
each i t e r ,  below the degree o f  chanqe t h a t  most c l o s e l y  r e f l e c t s  y o u r  own 
as a r e s u l t  o f  the s em in a r .
Th in k  more c l e a r l y  b e fo r e  making d e c is io n s  . . .
More 516 Same 13 Less ___  No Answer 13
Make fewer  im p u ls iv e  d e c i s i o n s  . . .  
More 482 Same 33 Less 9 No Answer 18
F ind  a r e d u c t io n  in c o n f r o n t a t i o n a l  s i t u a t i o n s  . . .
More 420 Same 85 Less 8 No Answer 29
Deal more c o n s t r u c t i v e l y  w i t h  c o n f r o n t a t i o n a l  s i t u a t i o n s  . . .  
Mere 501 Same 20 Less 4 No Answer 17
Communicate b e t t e r  w i t h  s tudents  . . .  
More 462 Same 48 Less 3 No Answer 29
No Answer
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Appendix B.6 162
x
10. 8.
/«»
-2-
Make b e t t e r  d e c i s i o n s  In  a r e a  o f  c u r r i c u l u m  . . .
More 2kk Same 257 Less 5 No Answer 36
Make b e t t e r  d e c i s i o n s  In use o f  t im e  and energ y  . . .
More 39** Same 115 Less 6 No Answer 26
Unders tand  group dynamics b e t t e r  . . .
More U38 Same 81 Less 3 No Answer 20
Read my own, and s t u d e n t s ' ,  body language  b e t t e r  . . .
More k06 Same 10k Less 5 No Answer 27
Feel  more r e l a x e d  and s m i l e  more . . .
More 352 Same 162 Less 3 No Answer 25
Fee l  b e t t e r  o r  le ss  t i r e d  a t  end o f  t h e  day . . .
More 335 Same 15k Less 8 No Answer k5
T h i n k  my s tu d e n t s  l i k e  me, and s c h o o l ,  more . . .
More 3kk Same 1k2 Less 8 No Answer k8
I f  we sent  you a f o l l o w - u p  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  In a y e a r ,  wou ld you be 
• w i l l i n g  t o  com ple te  i t  and ma i l  i t  back?
387 Yes 6 No 7 No Answer
96.8% 1.37. 1.81
*  T o t a l s  from Q u e s t io n  8 equal Lqo o f  the 5^2 s u r v e y s .
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(IOWA)
4.
4.2
4.3
4.2
4.3
4.3.4.2
4.1
4.2
4.1
4.1
4.1.4.3
4.2
4.1
4.3
4.1
4.1 
4.3
4.1
4.2
6. How would you characterize the instructor, in your own words?
(11)Very accepting of all ideas
+ Gives students chance to succeed
(12)Very good classroom atmosphere
(16)Instructor who cares about children and helpful to other instructors 
(47)Positive to the extreme
(30)Very personable person — understanding and enjoyable
(13)Gets ideas across well 
(25)Very warm, honest, open and frank 
(23)Practices what he(she) teaches —  own experiences 
(6) Knew material well
(57)Enthusiastic, competent, and knowledgeable Sample 542 
(30)Understanding of classroom situations
(14)Confident POSITIVE COMMENTS
4.2 (3) Friendly
Ego-tistic, liked to put you on the spot 
(2) Somewhat inexperienced in working with adults 
(15)Complete command of subject matter
Carpetent] Supportive Sense o: rumour
4.1
4.1 4.2 4.4
4.2 (3) Aware of group needs and attitudes 13+23+6 11+16+30 12
4.4 (12)Humour 57+15+ +25+30+3
4.1
4.1
(5) Talented and perceptive 
(12)Well informed
5+12+10
+3+11+3
+3+10+2
- Creative +2
4.1 (10)Well organized TOTAI5 i60 130 12
4.2 Empathetic PERCENTAGES 29.57. 24.07. 2.2%
(3) Professional attitude
(4) Dynamic
Good self-image
(2) Realistic
(ll)Believes in what he(she) is teaching
(3) Effective
(2) Vivacious
Perceiving, reinforcing, instilling a desire to be more competent 
in teaching, skills, etc.
Excellent rapport
7.Additional comments on Question# 6:
(3) Always anxious to try ideas for the betterment of my teaching and
learning for my students.
(2) Taught me to think about what I say, its ramifications, its purpose 
and how I can effectively control and refine my verbal skills.
Took this course in the Summer.
Generally I have not had trouble getting along with students and can 
always find humour in situations but I'm sure this has helped me 
be more positive toward students.
(8) Postive interaction creates positive results.
(59)Since this is a summer course I have not had the opportunity to put 
the things learned into effect. However, the degree checked 
expresses my hopeful intention.
(2) Should help me the greatest in saving time and energy.
Course materials sag at the end —  they could be beefed up.
We are taking the class during the summer, and I really have trouble 
with my energy expenditure. I hope I can remember what I've 
learned after the second week when I'll probably regress.
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7 .  A d d i t i o n a l  comments on Qu est io n  #6 ( C o n t in u e d ) :
-  W i l l  be a b l e  t o  see how much I 'm  a b l e  to  a p p l y .
-  Humor s e c t i o n  should use examples o f  s t u d e n t - t e a c h e r  humor and remove 
sexism.  GAM Time fo rm ula  should be made more meaningful  —  i f  you use 
numbers,  they  ought  to  have some meaning In and o f  them se lv es .
-  I f e e l  t h a t  the  a r e a  o f  c u r r i c u l u m  d e c is io n  making was not  a ma jo r  
emphas1 s.
-  The columns a re  d i f f i c u l t  t o  a n t i c i p a t e  and could  be worded b e t t e r .
-  Feel  o p t i m i s t i c  t h i s  cou rse  w i l l  make me a b e t t e r  edu c a to r  and c o n v e r s a t i o n a l i s t .
-  F e e l i n g  o f  be ing  more re la x e d  and being a b l e  t o  communicate b e t t e r .
-  D o n ' t  know a t  t h i s  t im e  i f  s tudents would l i k e  me and school b e t t e r .
-  W i l l  go t o  my c l a s s e s  t h i s  f a l l  w i t h  a p o s i t i v e  a t t i t u d e  and much
more empathy f o r  the  s tu d e n t .
-  I a p p r e c i a t e  you r  l a r g e  v o c ab u la ry  but  e x a r c e r b a t e i n c u l c a t e ,  assuage,  
impinge e t c .  a r e  not  in my eve ry  day usage.
-  Ideas and c lassr oom dynamics w i l l  be used in the c lassroom t o  h e l p  improve
th e  t e a c h e r  and t e a c h i n g .  I t  w i l l  promote g r e a t  m o t i v a t i o n  f o r  the  
b e g in n in g  o f  school t h i s  f a l l  and eve ry  y ear  t o  f o l l o w .
(2) -  Am anxious  t o  t r y  t h e s e .  I f e l t  my success w i t h  my group l a s t  y e a r  was 
the  bes t  I ' d  e v e r  had - -  thanks t o  a p o s i t i v e  a c t i o n  c l a s s .
(2)  -  Feel t h i s  course w i l l  no t  o n ly  h e lp  me become a b e t t e r  t e a c h e r  but  w i l l  
h e lp  me become a b e t t e r  p a r en t  in h a n d l i ng  s i u t a t i o n s  w i t h  my own 
chi 1dre n .
-  Am sure t h i s  w i l l  g i v e  me a d i f f e r e n t  o u t l o o k  and renewed enthusiasm in
working w i t h  my c l a s s .
-  Th in k  c la s s  has had more impacked on my corn ,  s k i l l s  than any c lass
I have t ak en .
-  Th in k  c la s s  should be o f f e r e d  in once a week s es s io n .  I would have
le arn ed  even more had I been ab le  to  p r a c t i c e  each a r e a  more b e f o r e  
going on to  the next  t ec h n iqu e .
(6)  -  *6  seems somewhat ambiguous. In some ins tance s  the p o s i t i v e  cho ice is  
u n c l e a r .
(2) -  Using the  s k i l l s  I have learned  w i l l  enable  me to  meet my goal o f  
becoming a more e f f e c t i v e  t e a c h e - .
-  A lr e ad y  had seme o f  the s k i l l s
-  Gave me i n s p i r a t i o n  to  t r y  o t h e r  ways o f  s o l v i n g  problems.
- Feel I have more s e l f - c o n f i d e n c e  to  deal  w i t h  these s i t u a t i o n s .
(2)  -  Some areas  could have been covered " o r e  th c r c u g n ly  - -  o f t e n  see-- to
touch the  edge and would have been h e l p f u l  to  have more s p e c i f i c  i n f o r m a t i o n .
-  Refreshes  and r e i n f o r c e s  th in gs  a te a ch e r  has been doing r i g h t  and helps
c o r r e c t  t h i n g s  t h a t  we d e f i n e  as problems.
-  Hard to  u s e s k i l l s  w i t h  s tu d e n t s ,  to  gain  s k i l l  w i t h  the*-.
-  I s t i l l  do not  make a conscious e f f o r t  a t  r e c o g n iz in g  body language.
POWER judgements I can re cogn iz e  p a r t s  o f  and handle some but  p u t t i n g  
i t  a l l  t o g e t uer  a l l  the  t ime  I am unsure o f .
-  Quest ions marked "Same" a re  areas where • f e l t  I was s t ro n g  in b e f o r e  and
needed l i t t l e  improvement.
-  Most o f  taped e x p e r ie n c e s  were i d e a l i s t i c ;  t h e r e  might  be m e r i t  in
r e o r g a n i z i n g  o r d e r  o f  m a t e r i a l  p resented .
-  I am a s u b s t i t u t e  t e a c h e r  and have no more to  add.
-  Wording o f  -2 and - I I  a re  c on fu s in g .
-  Great  - -  I wi su c u r  .-.hole f a c u l t v  could have 11 !
' 3'. -  Reassura-ce t ^ a t  ‘ a~ c r  t'-<? '' z~ z t -ac* . .
- \=-_p 'vre e .... u : r-' - t' .-.z'.-zs.
- C urr ic u lu m  d e c i s i o n s  a re  ~ade f c -  us,  and we have mUch paper  work.
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A d V .  *  l - o n  3  I  C d m ' - e c t ?  c n  I  * i n  -  ^  '  C d r  t r u e d !  •
* Co nave a b e t t e r  unders tand  '< ng o f  t * e  above a r e a s ;  I p la n  to  imp’ ement
as rany  as p o s s i b l e  when school s t a r t s ,  I lock fo rwar d  t o  some successes.
-  There is much m a t e r i a l  t o  g ra sp  in o n l y  one w eek 's  t i m e .
* Use o f  the  s k i l l s  should h e l p  improve e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  t e a c h in g  t o t a l l y .
Han d l ing  i n d i v i d u a l  d i s r u p t i v e  s i t u a t i o n s  should be e a s i e r .
-  f e e l  the above t e l l s  the d eg re e  o f  change in w ork in g  w i t h  my t e a c h e r s .
-  Seminar w i l l  be e s p e c i a l l y  h e l p f u l  to  me in my " n e w l y - a s s ; gned" r o l e
o f  a d v is o r  t o  t w e n ty  s t u d e n t s .
-  T h is  seminar  w i l l  be e s p e c i a l l y  b e n e f i c i a l  to  my s u b j e c t  a r e a .
-  f e e l  I 'm  t h i n k i n g  more c l e a r l y  b e f o r e  making an i m p o r t a n t  d e c i s i o n .
I f e e l  b e t t e r  cornmun i c a t  ing w i t h  ny s tu d e n t s .
-  I d o n ' t  f e e l  t h a t  body language is u r : - p o r t a n t .  As a new t e a c h e r ,  so
much o f  t h i s  w i l l  be u s e f u 1 and so mUCh 0 f  the i n f o r m a t i o n  in the  
course w i l l  be more h e l p f u l  than r e a d i n g  body language.  I doubt  
t h a t  I ' l l  change my a--3reness o f  I t .
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Appendix B.7 DOCS11 IT lk'9111
n  167 527 
TITLE
IRSTITOTIOR
SPOIIS AGBECT
POB DATE 
CONTRACT 
■OTB
BOBS PRICE 
DESCRIPTORS
NEA, NIE 
St t13 M 2
166
Project TEACH (Taacbaz Effectiveness and Classroos 
Handlinq); Description of leacher In service Education 
Raterials.
Rational Education Association, »athington, D.C. 
Prolact on Otilixation of Xnservlce Edacaticn R 6 0 
Outcoses.
Rational Inst, of Education (Dm I) , lashing ton,
D. C.
Jan 78 
100-76-0091
8p.
HP-fQ.83 RC-S1.67 Plus Pcstaga.
♦Class Hanagaaant; •Clissxocn Ttchniguas; •Effective 
Taaching; Elaaantary Secendary Education; Group 
Ralations; •Inservice laachar Education; 
•Instructional Hatarials; studant Babavicr; *Taaching 
Skills; Talidatad Pregzaaa
#
ABSTRACT
Tha taachar prograa described bars fccusas en options 
for daalinq positively with tba day-tc-day problem and oceurraneas 
in tha classzooa and raducing psychic and physical drain cn tha 
taachar. Eapbasis is on positive nanagasant and rulational skills,
i.a., verbal skills, nosantuu building and noneenfrontaticn 
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DESCRIPTION OF TEACHER INSERVICE EDUCATION MATERIALS
SUMMARY INFORMATION
Title: PROJECT TEACH (Teacher Effectiveness and Classroom Handling)
Publication Dat«(a): Copyright 1974 - Performance Learning Systems, Inc.
Intended Ueers: Practicing classroom teachers; adaptable for undergraduate
level
Grade Level(e): Kindergarten, elementary, middle, secondary school
Nuuiber: Group
Primary Focue: The delivery of a wide range of options for all teachers
for dealing positively with the day-to-day problems and occurrences 1n the 
classroom and reducing psychic and physical drain on the teacher are covered.
School subject(s) and lo r  Inservice toplc(s) covered:
Inservice topics Include: positive management and relational skills, I.e., verbal 
skills, momentum building and non-confrontation strategies and decision-making 
techniques. «ew ca r*ou «  u f ia a a c  
u a r * o u * i m i t i r v f l  t #  iMKtnoa
f*««t o o e u m fa f Mat M | u  •
Due IO  la a c v tv  a t  M C C v f *  p io m
—*  a i t a o t t  v c « e « e n a < M i
t t a r t o  oo n o r  n i c t l t a a a *  •  « » •• *
tc u v  n a v io n a i o r
I  Out a »fOM »ot*f*DM e« r e f e r
Under the direction of a trained Instructor, trainees work In triads, using a var­
iety of techniques that enable Immediate Informational feedback: response to 
audiotaped questions and Instructions; participation 1n group discussion of con­
cepts raised; Identifying and using skills taught within the context of brief 
taped dramatizations; role-plays to further Internalize skills; practice and re­
finement of skills taught through Action Assignments performed In the classroom.
What partic ipant does In mmlng the m aterials:
Resources:
Materials Include an Instructor's Guide, two sets of cassette taoes and a train­
ee's manual, entitled Project t.E.A.C.TT. An Instructor, specifically trained by 
Performance Learning Systems, Is necessary to conduct the course. The minimum 
time required to complete training and follow up activities 1s 45 hours; the 
maximum time Is 60 hours.
Descrlber critique:
This Is a course that provides teachers with the skills to meet day-to-day reali­
ties of the classroom. It sharpens and Increases skills of experienced teachers, 
and introduces skills and concepts that are not covered In other courses, at 
either graduate or undergraduate levels.
TS1 (M) motivation - (M) interaction - (TS) student learning - TO
(ELA) communication 
2
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1.9 PURPOSES:
The purposes of the course are:
1. To implement Utility Verbal Skills to understand the students* agendas.
2 .  To discern student resistances from their verbal and non-verbal messages
and to use Supportive Verbal Skills to overcome these resistances.
3. To think carefully before deciding to keep, share cr give decision-making 
power to students and to use Problem Solving Skills congruent with that 
decision.
«I. To Increase use of Momentum Strategies 1n order to sustain class concen­
tration.
5. To increase use of Non-Confrontation Strategies In appropriate situations.
6. To Increase use of Approval Statements and Positive Phrasing and to employ
knowledge of Student Satisfactions to produce positive classroom behaviors 
In students.
7. To Identify positive and negative Influential in the classroom.
S. To employ Student Satisfactions for the achievement of group goals (Team 
Building).
9. To develop Natural Leadership by Incorporating Team Building techniques 
Into the daily management of the classroom.
!C. io increase use of Motivational Strategies.
11. !o utilize the principles of the P.O.U.C.R. Judgment 1n analyzing and 
dealing with difficult situations.
3
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2.0 CONTENT — Scope and S c q ita d n g  of Topica:
Scope
The content of the course cowers the fo l lowing  s k i l l s :
1. UTILITY VERBAL SKILLS: Open- and Closed-Ended Questions; Confirmatory and Leading Para­
phrases— To facilitate accurate communlqat1on through ready Identification of and response 
to students* overt and covert messages; to encourage a change of behavior or performance, 
when desirable, through student Insight.
2. SUPPORTIVE VERBAL SKILLS: Positive Phrasing— To concentrate verbally on the positive as­
pects of behavior or performance— seeing the glass half-full Instead of half-empty. Empathy 
Statement— To deal positively and constructively with behavior or performance resulting from 
acting-out or acting from emotions. Supporting Statement— To relate to a student's opinion 
or Ideas, even when In disagreement, so that defensiveness and hostility are avoided and a 
change 1n point of view, when desirable. Is effected through student Insight. Approval 
Statement— To use approval In such a way that It Is Integrated Into a student's self-concept.
3. PROBLEM SOLVING SKILLS: Problem Solving Inquiry— To resolve Individual and group problems 
through a degree of Involvement of students in the solutions. Contingent Action Proposal—
To resolve problems through a mutual commitment to actlcn on the part of both student and 
teacher. Disapproval Statement— To solve problems so that disapproval or criticism Is 
understood to be of only the student's performance or behavior rather than of the student 
and Internalization of disapproval Into student's self-concept 1s avoided.
4. COUNSELLING: Techniques to be used with both students and parents In resolving a wide 
range of problems. Directive— Making liberal use of questions to deal with Inmedlate 
problem. hop-Pjygct'lye— Making liberal use of paraphrases to uncover underlying problems.
5. H'JMOR AND NON-CONFRONTATION: Humor as a tension-relieving mechanism to avoid management 
problems; establishing and sustaining momentum In the class to avoid and deal with management 
problems. Momentum Strategies— Tactical Emplacement; Random Questioning; Student Accounta­
bility; Non-Verbal Comunlcatlon; Flexible Concentration; Transitional Timing; Encroachment
of the Field of Safety (Moving In, Eye Contact, Name Oropplng). Non-Confrontation Strateqles- 
Issue Conversion; Irrelevant Maneuver; Guardian Gambit; Advise Me Tactic.
6. GROUP DYNAMICS: An in-depth analysis of group dynamics as they apply to the classroom.
The teacher as the leader. . The leadership role In building group and individual pride 
toward the end of developing group cohesiveness working toward common goals (Team Building). 
Identifying the Influential; that affect the dynamics of the group. Using Problem Solving 
Skills within the context of group dynamics insights.
7: THE P.O.W.E.R. JUDGMENT (Problem Identification; Ownership of the Problem;.Winnabillty; Eval­
uation of Strategy; Reinforcement of Win). A complex technique for determining how to solve 
management problems by means of the skills and strategies taught.
Sequence
The course has been carefully structured and should be followed 1n the manner prescribed by
the developer.
4
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3.0 ACTTVTT1ES AND RESOURCES INVOLVED IN USE OF PRODUCT
3.1 DmmcHptlom of laamreicm adhrftfatt
Inservice activities include attendance at and participation in 10*15 three-hour class meet 
ings, with ♦ 15 hours outside of class devoted to practice of the skills In teachers' own 
classrooms. The difference In class time (30-45 hours) Is accounted for fcy the differing 
requirements of local colleges and universities accrediting the course.
Training techniques include multi-media approaches that enable quick learning of the skills 
and strategies taught and Imnedlate reinforcement; audio case study vignettes In which trained 
practice Identification and verbalisation of skills taught* is well as decision-making with rm* 
gard to skills.to be used in different circumstances and for different reasons; role playing*
In which each trainee acts* in turn* as Teacher Role Player, Student Role Player, and Obsarverr 
action assignments, performed between class meetings 1n trainees' own classrooms for practice ;'s 
and internalization of skills and techniques taught. Additional activities Include analysis 
of the dynamics of trainees' classes and of the ways In which skills and strategies of the 
program can be utilized most effectively. The final activity, usino the P.O.W.E.R. Judpnent, 
brings to bear all skills and strategies In the solution of difficult classroom problems. j
3.2 H«lp givea la aae of prodoct: j
• ^
Project TEACH is taught by specially trained Instructors who have been selected on the basis j
of exceptionally high teaching experience and academic credentials that are acceptable to \
accrediting colleges. 1
In addition, the Project TEACH coordinating office In Westwood* New Jersey maintains a full- i
time staff of five to provide constant quality control, analysis of evaluations, and instructor) 
supporjt. Meetings with Instructors are held nationwide semi-annually to update. -
4.0 EVALUATION OF TEACHER IN9ERVICE LEARNING
At the conclusion of each class, trainees complete an evaluation of the course, which Includes, 
questions relating to the trainee's Increased understanding of and proficiency In communication* 
dealing with confrontation, resolving problems verbally, using humor in the classroom, etc.
PROJECT OR VT1L1ZAT10R OF IRSlRViCE EDUCATIOR RtD OUTGOES 
R a tio n a l Education As r o d  a t io n e
1201 S ix t t m th  S t r i c t ,  If.V . 0  '
V a ih im jto n , O.C, 20030
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5.0 ORDERING INFORMATION
5.1 R«io«rc«« wcommmmdmd for lo ^ U B t a U M  products
State or local associations, school districts, or universities desiring to sponsor 
Project TEACH courses under their auspices should contact the distributor.
5.2 Distributor mmmmlmddtmt
Performance Learning Systems, Inc.
175 Westwood Avenue 
Westwood, New Jersey 07675
Joe Hasenstab, Director 
(201) 664-9100
5.3 Coaaponoots/ approximate coatst 
Coaapoooat Parcbaaa Raatal No, Reg* Raaaabla
♦PROJECT TEACH Instructor's Guide No cost for trained
Instructors 1/tralner
Trainee Manual $45 1/tralnee no
♦♦Course $100-225
♦Under an agreement of secret and privileged knowledge, Instructors are trained by Performance 
Learning Systems at no cost, provided the Instructor and the sponsoring agency conmlt themselves 
to the Instruction of a minimum of 100 trainees per Instructor over a period of five semesters.
The minimum number of Instructors trained at no cost per sponsoring agency Is ten.
♦♦Costs for the course depend upon arrangements made with the sponsoring agency and accrediting 
university vis-a-vis the Instructor's fee and tuition for graduate credits. Performance Learning 
Systems will, at their discretion provide up to $15 per enrolled trainee toward Instructor support 
activities. Including promotional assistance under a Planned Program Budgeting System.
6
The v o rk  re p o r te d  h e re in uoj supported  by the  R a tio n a l I n s t i t u t e  o f  E duca tion , Department o f  
W ealth , E duca tio n , and W e lfa re , C o n tra c t Mo. 400-78-0091. The o p in io n e  expressed  in  th ie  p u b l i ­
c a t io n  do n o t n e c e s s a r ily  r e f le c t  the  p o e it io n  o r  p o l ic y  o f  the  R a tio n a l I n s t i t u t e  o f  E d uca tio n  
end no o f f i e i a l  endorsement by the  R a tio n a l I n s t i t u t e  o f  Educa tion  sh ou ld  be in fe r r e d .
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6.0  HISTORY OF DEVELOPMENT
6.1 Idmatlflcatloa of th« d **« lop«r:
Pei formance Learning Systems Is a well-respected training system design organiza­
tion. They are the developers of Verbal Skills In Negotiation, owned and used 
nationwide by affiliates of the National Education Association, as well as by the 
Ontario Public School Hen Teachers' Federation in Canada; Speaking for Teachers, 
a three-module program In community, press, and legislative relations, used by 
affiliates of the National Education Association and the Ontario Public School Men 
Teachers' Federation; The Advocate, a membership development program developed for 
NEA, and Interview Skills for Teachers, designed for Student NEA.
6.2  How developed a id  whoat
In response to personal conversations with teachers and association personnel. 
Performance Learning Systems Initiated research, development and design of Project 
TEACH 1n 1974. The research methodology Involved In-depth Interviews with highly 
proficient teachers, transcription and analysis of the Interviews to Identify 
verbal skills and strategies that comprised the most effective teacher practices, 
and design of the data Into an easily leamable training format.
Prior to general distribution. Project TEACH was field-tested among two groups of 
trainees In New Jersey, and relevant revisions were made. The program continued to 
be evaluated on an ongoing basis, and 1n 1975 the program was further revised, with 
an additional revision resulting In Its second edition In the fall of 1976.
Additional Input continues to be made Into the program while Its essential format 
and content remain the same.
6 J  Evfd«ac« of offocthroooM w ltli u e r a i
As of January 17, 1978, Project TEACH 1s endorsed and sponsored by the Bergen County 
(New Jersey) Education Association, California Teachers Association, Connecticut Edu­
cation Association, Indiana State Teachers Association, Iowa State Education Associa­
tion, Kansas-NEA, Maine State Teachers Association, Ohio Education Association, Wash­
ington Education Association, Vermont Education Association, and the Ontario (Canada) 
Public School Men Teachers' Association.
A partial list of colleges accrediting and sponsoring Project TEACH Includes Lesley 
Colleae (Cambridge, Massachusetts); Ball State (Indiana) University; Bowling Green 
(Ohio) University; Upper Iowa University; Luther College (Iowa); Seattle Pacific 
University (Washington); Fairfield (Connecticut) University; Monmouth College (New 
Jersey).
Evaluations by teachers who have taken the course reveal that 98.31X* rate the course 
as the best or among the best ever taken; 88.05X rate their Instructors as excellent. 
Ninety-four per cent feel they deal more effectively with confrontational situations; 
and evaluating teachers project an average 44.28X Increase In their effectiveness 
with students.
‘Figures based on evaluations by all 1,539 teachers trained In Indiana, Iowa, Maine, 
New Jersey, and Vermont during spring and simmer 1977. Verifiable through sponsoring 
colleges and/or education associations.
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DESCK1BER CRITIQUE
A p p > o p rU t« n a a «  I a d a p ta b il ity  I ta c h a lc a l  q a a llty :
The pressing need for skills In managing today's classroom makes Project TEACH 
particularly appropriate. Teachers continue to indicate that the skills and 
strategies taught are eminently adaptable to all classrooms, regardless of age 
level or subject, and for virtually all situations.
Technical elements, such as printing, audio-recording, and tape reproduction 
are of the highest quality.
Coatsat accaracy/social falraass/coaaaiaalty accaptaaca Isaacs:
Since the content of the program Is essentially a system of options that work 
1n the classroom, there 1s no question regarding their accuracy. However, out­
side research has also substantiated their validity. Because there 1s no par­
ticular slant to the concepts raised, except Insofar as they are effective, there 
Is no issue of social fairness or community acceptance Involved.
Overall ummmmtylcommmnU
Application of Project TEACH skills within the classroom and subsequent discus­
sions with other participants comprise most of the homework. Opportunity for 
weekly program evaluation and for self-progress reporting Is encouraged with 
the use of participants' folders.
JH, DM-1/78
8
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TABLES CONCERNING EFFECTIVENESS OF
PROJECT T.E.A.C.H.
Included 1n Preliminary Report of 
research conducted by
BCWLING GREEN UNIVERSITY (OHIO)
In
cooperation with 
the
OHIO EDUCATION ASSOCIATION
Project T.E.A.C.H. 
175 Westwood Avenue 
Westwood NJ 07675 
(201) 664-9100
1 9 7 7
174
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(renters typed in refer to related renters on Alberta questionnaire)
A. To what extent has Project TEACH changed your knowledge, attitudes, skills,
and habits in the classroom? (Put appropriate descriptive numeral to the left of 
each item.)
Less than 
before TEACH
Same as 
before TEACH
More than 
before TEACH
1.1 1. How much are you implementing the Verbal Skills (OEQ, CEQ, CP, LP) in order
, __  to understand the students' agendas?1 see
also 6)
Loss
1
Same2
Responses More
3 .. .
303
Grouo N 1 N 0»H N *«e Mean
Elementary Teachers 
Secondary Teachers 
Total Grouo
0 0 
0 0 
Ic 0
17
14
31
9
12
10
167
105
272
91 
88 
190l
2.91
2.88
2.901
average 
1 .1 = 82%
90+74+59
Teachers with C-5 
years experience 0 0 12 14 76 86 2.86
ave rage =
Teachers with 6-10 
years experience 0 0 11 13 71 87 2.87
Teachers with more 
than 10 years 
experience 0 0 8 6 126 94 2.94
Total 0 0 31 11% 272
74.3%
1 .3 Z. How able are you to discern student resistances from their body language, 
tonality as well as their words, and to use the supportive skills (?P, ES, 
SS, AS) to overcome these resistances?
Responses 
2 3
Group N w N X N X Mean
Elementary Teachers 0 0 46
•
25 137 75 2.75
Secondary Teachers 0 0 35 29 84 71 2.70
Total Group 
Teachers with 0-5
0 0 81 27 221 In] 2.73
years experience 
Teachers with 6-10
0 0 28 32 60 68 2.68
years experience 
Teachers with more 
than 10 years
0 0 26 32 55 68 2.68
experience 0 0 «. t 20 107 80 2.80
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..l^L 3.
(verbal 
ski 11s 
are also 
#1 & #6)
To what extent do you think carefully before deciding to keep the power, 
share the|~5dUT*f, or give the power and then to use the skills (?SI, CAP, 
AS, OS) congruent with that decision?
Responses
Group M Z N Z y * Mean
Elementary Teachers 1 I 69 33 112 62 2.61
Secondary Teachers 0 0 54 45 65 55 2.55
Total Group 
Teachers with 0-5
1 0 123 41 177 GEU 2.58
years experience 
Teachers with 6-10
1 1 29 33 sa 66 2.65
years experience 
Teachers with sore 
Chan 10.years
0 0 32 40 49 61 2.60
experience 0 0 63 47 70 53 2.53
4. Describe (by scale above) your use of Momentum 3tracegies 1
Moving In, Eye Contact, Name Dropping, Transitional lining. Tactical 
Emplacement, Random Questioning and Student Accountability) in order to 
keep the class concentration going.
Responses
Grouo y z y %• M m Mean
Elementary Teachers 0 0 45 25 133 75 2.75
Secondary Teachers 0 0 40 34 79 66 2.66
Total Group 
Teachers with 0-5
0 0 85 23 217 72 2.72
years experience 
Teachers with 5-10
0 0 23 32 60 63 2.68
years experience 
Teachers with more 
cnan 10 year3
0 0 27 33 54 67 2.67
experience 0 0 30 104 73 2.73
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1.4+5. Describe (by scale above) your use of Non-Confrontation Strategies (Issue 
Conversion, Irrelevant Maneuver, Humor, Guardian Gambit, Advise Me Tactic) 
in appropriate situations.
Responses
Group N N % N +/• Mean
Elementary Teachers 0 0 74 40 110 60 2.60
Secondary Teachers 0 0 54 45 65 55 2.55
Total Group 0 0 128 42 175 -21 2.58
Teachers with 0-5
years experience 0 0 43 45 45 51 2.51
Teachers with 6-10
years experience 
Teachers with more
0 0 37 45 45 55 2.55
than 10 years
experience 0 0 48 36 86 64 2.64
1.1+6. Describe (by scale above) your use of Approval Statements,
(see also arl<* Phrasing which would tend to produce positive classroom behaviors
.1 & 3 in stucents. 
average the figures) Responses 
? 3
Group N z N m y Z Mean
Elementary Teachers 0 0 44 24 140 76 2.76
Secondary Teachers 0 0 36 30 83 70 2.70
Total Group 
Teachers with 0-5
0 0 80 26 223 E3 2.74
years experience 
Teachers with 6-10
0 0 25 28 63 72 2.72
years experience 
Teachers with more 
chan 10 years
0 0 27 33 54 67 2.67
experience 0 0 23 21 107 79 2.79
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7. To what extent has the training design helped clarify the practice of teaching 
as a precisely defined art?
  1. Greatly clarified it
  2. More clarified
  3. Same clarification as before
______ 4. Less clarified
RESPONSES
1____  2 3  4
Group N • / N •»/• N «r/ • N •f Mean
Elementary Teachers 32 18 122 67 26 14 2 1 1.99
Secondary Teachers 19 16 74 63 24 20 1 1 2.06
Total Group 
Teachers with 0-5
51 17 196 65 50 17 3 t 2.02
years experience 
Teachers with 6-10
11 13 59 68 16 13 1 1 2.08
years experience 
Teachers with mare 
than 10 years
16 20 46 57 17 21 2 3 2.06
experience 24 18 92 69 17 13 0 0 1.95
‘ 8. To what extent has the Research Booklet helped you understand proven practices 
in teaching?
  1. Great benefit
_____ 2. Found it interesting and clarified major points
  3. Turned off to educational research
  4. Found it interesting but it did not clarify much
RESPONSES
1 2 3  4
Grouo N **9 N N * N tm
Elementary Teachers 27 15 124 70 6 3 21 12
Secondary Teachers 16 14 69 60 10 9 21 18
Total Group 43 15 193 66 16 5 42 14
Teachers with 0-5
years experience 10 12 57 66 7 8 12 14
Teachers with 6-10
years experience 9 11 57 72 3 4 10 13
Teachers with more 
chan 10 years
experience 24 19 SO 62 6 3 20 15
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10. Describe your (by scale above) use of Che Motivational Strategies (Pride 
Game, Share a Secret, VIP Game, Godfather Game, Trophy Game)?
Responses
1___  2  3
Group N m** N •0 X «* Mean
Elementary Teachers 2 1 83 46 96 53 2.52
Secondary Teachers 0 0 72 61 47 40 2.40
Total Group 
Teachers with 0-5
2 1 155 52 143 48 2.47
years experience 
Teachers with 6-10
1 1 58 67 28 32 2.31
years experience 
Teachers with more 
than 10 years
1 1 35 43 45 56 2.54
experience 0 0 62 47 71 53 2.53
1.8 11. Describe your use (by scale above) of the principles of the P.O.V.E.R. 
Judgement in analyzing difficult situations?
Responses
Group
Elementary Teachers 
Secondary Teachers 
Total Group 
Teachers with 0-5 
years experience 
Teachers with 6-10 
years experience 
Teachers with more 
chan 10 years 
experience
N fm N o r N * Mean
0 0 82 47 S3 53 2.53
1 1 58 52 53 47 2.46
1 0 140 49 146 2.51
1 1 41 43 43 51 2.49
0 0 37 48 40 52 2.52
0 0 62 49 64 51 2.51
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3. The next set of questions has multiple choice answers. Check only the most
appropriate one. Please be sure to read all answers before making your selection.
7 Ol) Has ^ro3ec= -EACH increased your confidence in your teaching skills?
  1. I am far more confident
_____ 2. I am generally mere confident
_____ 3. I always felt confident
  4. TEACH Program has pointed out deficiencies and I feel less confident now
„ RESPONSES 
Grouo
HuCd
OS
O
z
4 '
Elementary Teachers 
Secondary Teachers 
Total Group 
Teachers with 0-5 
years experience 
Teachers with 6-10 
years experience 
Teachers with more 
than 10 years 
experience
N Z N • • N */• N Z
23 12 114 62 42 23 6 3
12 10 70 59 35 29 2 **
35 12 184 61 77 25 8 3
12 14 55 63 13 21 3 3
9 11 47 37 22 27 4 5
14 10 83 62 37 27 1 1
7. O Has the use of the skills trained in Project TEACH, changed your attitude coward teaching and students?
  1. I always have had an extremely positive attitude
  2. I was positive before but feel lass positive now
  3. I feel far more positive now
  4. I feel somewhat more positive now
  3. I was less positive befo're and even les3 positive now
RESPONSES
Grouo N 4V* N m• N m>% N m N « r•%
Elementary Teachers 57 31 5 3 52 23 70 33 0 0
Secondary Teachers 36 30 3 3 24 20 56 47 0 0
Total Group 93 31 3 3 76 25 126 42 0 0
Teachers with 0-5
years experience 32 36 2 2 13 21 36 41 0 0
Teachers with 6-10
years experience 
JTeachers with more
22 27 3 4 21 26 36 44 0 0
than 10 years
experience 39 29 3 2 37 23 55 41 0 0
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3J During and after TEACE, have you experienced more frequent "psychic lifts" in 
all aspects of your teaching function?
  1. Much more
_____ 2. More *
  3. About the same
1. Less
RESPONSES
1 2 3  4
Group N m N m*9 Ik*it Z N X Mean
Elementary Teachers 23 13 99 54 56 30 6 3 2.24
Secondary Teachers 7 6 53 49 54 45 0 0 2.39
Total Group 
Teachers with 0-5
3C 10 157 52 no 36 6 2 2.30
years experience 
Teachers with 6-10
7 S 43 49 37 42 1 1 2.36
years experience 
Teachers with more 
than 1C vears
6 7 40 49 32 40 3 4 2.40
experience 17 13 75 56 41 30 2 2 2.21
7. (4J Have you reduced ’’psychic drain" by better handling cf difficult situations or 
by becoming more realistic about what is "vinnable”?
  1. Find a great reduction * , '
  2. Find a reduction
______ 3. About the same
  4. Have GREATER psychic drain
RESPONSES
1 2 3  4
Group S N Vf% N* *9 N *9 Mean
Elementary Teachers 19 10 107 59 55 30 2 1 2.22
Secondary Teachers 3 7 71 60 38 32 2 2.29
Total Group 
Teachers with C-5
27 9 178 59 93 31 4 1 2.25
years experience 
Teachers with 6-10
7 8 56 64 24 27 1 1 2.22
years experience 
Teachers with mere 
than 10 years
8 10 44 54 27 33 2 3 2.28
experience 12 9 78 58 43 32 1 1 2.25
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5. Are you less tired at Che end of Che day?
  1. Far less cired
_______ 2. Less cired
_____ 3. Increasing skill use has improved ceaching buc
made me more cired
  4. Increased skills has improved my ceaching but 30
home as cired as before
5. Skills have not changed and go home as tired as before
RESPONSES
1 2 3 4 5
Group N m N Z N N X N e*
Elemencary teachers 5 3 56 31 11 6 100 55 9 5
Secondary Teachers I 1 36 31 7 6 65 56 . 7 6
Total Group 6 2 92 31 13 6 165 56 16 5
Teachers wich 0-5
years experience 0 0 25 29 3 9 46 54 6 7
Teachers with 6-10
years experience 2 3 24 30 4 5 45 56 5 6
Teachers wich more
chan 10 years
experience 4 3 44 33 6 5 74 56 5 4
r. ( D Do you feel your ability co implement Che skills will grow more precise with 
additional practice?
_____ 1. I intend to frequently review noce book, plaseic card and research 
in continuing effort to improve skills
I will review the note book, plascic card and research as needed 
I know the skills well enough without additional practice 
I don't see the need for nor do I respect Che skills enough
2 .
3.
4.
for
RESPONSES
additional
I
practlce
2 3 4
Group N * N Z M Z N Z
Elemencary Teachers 82 45 93 51 3 2 3 2
Secondary Teachers 40 35 71 61 4 3 1 1
Tocal Group 122 41 164 55 7 2 4 1
Teachers wich 0-5
years experience 27 31 54 63 2 2 3 4
Teachers with 6-10
years experience 24 30 53 67 1 1 1 1
Teachers with more 
chan 10 years
experience 72 54 57 43 4 3 0 0
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7. To what extent has the training design helped clarify the practice of teaching 
as a precisely defined art?
  1. Greatly clarified it
  2. More clarified
  3. Same clarification as before
  4. Less clarified
RESPONSES
1____ 2 3  4
Grouo N Z N *'• N •f'‘e N z Mean
Elementary Teachers 32 13 122 67 26 14 2 i 1.99
Secondary Teachers 19 16 74 53 24 20 1 1 2.06
Tocal Group 
Teachers with 0-5
51 17 196 63 30 17 3 2.02
year3 experience 
Teachers with 6-10
11 13 59 63 16 13 1 1 2.08
years experience 
Teachers with more 
than 10 years
16 20 46 57 17 21 2
•
3 2.06
experience 24 13 92 69 17 13 C 0 1.95
'3. To vh3t extent has the Research Booklet helped you understand proven practices 
in ceaching?
  1. Great benefit
  2. Found it interesting and clarified najor points
3. Turned
4. Found
RESPONSES
off to 
it lnte:
educa ci 
'estir.g
1
.onal research 
but it did noc dar
2 3
ify much
4
Grouo N Z N >• M w*9 N
Elemencary Teachers 27 15 124 70 6 3 21 12
Secondary Teachers 16 14 69 60 10 9 21 13
Total Group 
Teachers wich 0-5
43 15 193 66 16 5 42 14
years experience 
Teachers with 6-10
10 12 57 66 7 3 12 14
year3 experience 
Teachers with sore 
chan 10 years
9 11 57 72 3 4 10 13
experience 24 19 30 62 6 5 20 15
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Appendix B.8 184
9. Would you cake another course related to teaching If It was developed by the 
same designers?
  1. Definitely, regardless of the subject
  2. Definitely, if I needed the subject
  3. Maybe, if I needed the subject
  4. Would not take additional training regardless of the subject
RESPONSES
I 2 3 4
Group N Z N •V N Z N Mean
Elementary Teachers 24 13 96 32 59 32 6 3 2.25
Secondary Teachers 21 18 42 36 46 40 7 6 2.34
Total Group 
Teachers with 0-3
45 13 138 46 105 35 13 4 2.29
years experience 
Teachers wich 6-10
13 13 36 41 35 40 3 3 2.32
years experience 
Teachers with more 
chan 10 years
10 12 31 33 35 43 6 7 2.45
experience 22 17 71 53 36 27 4 3 2.17
•j m. \10j Taking into consideration the sum of your teaching experiences, which descriptive 
statement best describes your teaching skills as 3 result of Project TEACH?
  1. Little if any overall improvement of my teaching effectiveness
  2. Perhaps some overall improvement of my teaching effectiveness
  3. A moderate overall improvement of my teaching effectiveness
  4, A significant overall improvement of my teaching effectiveness
  5. A very significant overall improvement of my teaching effectiveness
RESPONSES
1___  2 3 4  3
Grouo N Z N w'• N *r* N w*• N
Elemencary Teachers 2 1 35 19 97 52 43 26 3 2
Secondary Teachers 6 5 24 20 70 59 19 16 0 0
Total Group 
Teachers with 0-5
8 3 39 19 167 55 67 4» «• 3 1
years experience 
Teachers with 6-10
1 1 20 23 51 53 15 17 1 1
years experience 
(Teaehers with more 
chan 10 years
3 6 17 21 42 51 18 22 0 0
experience 2 2 22 16 74 55 35 26 2 2
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1.
2.
3.
0
P R O J E C T  T E A C H
E V A L U A T I O N  S U M M A R Y  
( S a m p l e : 5277)
185
OPSTF
ONTARIO 1985 
(cumulative since 1981)
H o w  d o  y o u  r a t e  
P r o j e c t  T E A C H ?  
VALID %
H o w  d o  y o u  r a t e  
t h e  c o m p e t e n c y  o f  
t h e  I n s t r u c t o r ?  
VALID %
E X C E L L E N T
3 8 2 7
(72.5%)
73.4%
4 4 5 6
(84-.4%)
85.2%
G O O D
1 3 6 1
(25.8%)
26.1%
76 3
(14.5%)
14.6%
F A I R P O O R
26 0(5214)
(0.5%) ( 0 )
0.5% ---
14 0
(0.3%) ( 0 )
0.3% . ---
N O
R E S P O N S E
63
(1 .2%)
44
(0.8%)
H o w  d o  y o u  r a t e  P r o j e c t  T E A C H  as c o m p a r e d  w i t h  o t h e r  
p r o f e s s i o n a l  t r a i n i n g  y o u  h a v e  h a d ?
B e s t
A m o n g  t h e  B e s t  
C o m p a r a b l e  
N o t  A s  G o o d  
N o  R e s p o n s e
1 7 2 4
3 0 2 1
5148
3 92
11
1 2 9
VALID %'s(out of 5148) 
(32.8%) 33.5%
(57.2%) 
( 7.4%) 
( 0.2%) 
( 2.4%)
58.7%
7.6%
0.2%
NA
C o n s e r v a t i v e l y ,  h o w  m u c h  o f  a n  i n c r e a s e  i n  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  
w i t h  s t u d e n t s  d o  y o u  f o r e s e e  a s  a  r e s u l t  o f  t a k i n g  P r o j e c t  
T E A C H ?
L e s s  t h a n  2 0 %  
20 -  39%
40 - 5 9 %
60 - 79%
80 - 1 0 0 %
N o  R e s p o n s e
4728 \
I
344
1 2 8 3
1 1 3 4
956
5 6 1
999
( 6.5%) 
(24.3%) 
(21.5%) 
(18.1%) 
(10.6%) 
(19.0%)
P A G E  M - 1 9
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T O T A L  E N R O L M E N T : 5 7 0 2
T O T A L  E N R O L M E N T  B Y  R E G I O N :
B r a n t 40
C a r l e t o n 1 0 4
C o c h r a n e - I r o q u o i s  F a l l s 17
D r y d e n 9
D u f f e r i n 82
D u r h a m 1 8 4
E l g i n 29
E s s e x - W i n d s o r 17 5
Frontenac-Lennox & Addington 1 9 5
G e r m a n y  (CFB) 10
G r e y / B r u c e 3 7 6
H a l d i m a n d / N o r f o l k 1 4 4
H a l t o n 2 0 8
H a m i l t o n - W e n t w o r t h 29 3
H a s t i n g s - P r i n c e  E d w a r d 39
H u r o n 28
I r e l a n d 29
I n s t r u c t o r s 75
K i r k l a n d  L a k e 80
L a k e h e a d 2 1
L a m b t o n 12
L a n a r k 49
L e e d s  & G r e n v i l l e 2 0 2
L i n c o l n 35
L o n d o n - M i d d l e s e x 1 9 3
G R A D E  L E V E L  ( S a m p l e  o f  6 0 0 5 ) *
K - 3  ............................ 1 8 1 6
4 - 6  ............................ 1 7 6 3
7 - 9  ............................ 1 2 9 9
♦ m o r e  t h a n  o n e  r e s p o n s e indie.
R E G I S T R A T I O N  D E S I G N A T I O N ••
P r o f e s s i o n a l  G r o w t h  .... 1 4 1 7
I n s t r u c t o r s  ................ 75
G R A D E  D I S T R I B U T I O N :
"A" ............................ 4 2 0 5
"B" ............................ 1 1 9 3
"C" ............................ 91
"F" . . ... 17
P A G E
( 1985 ONTARIO )
M e t r o p o l i t a n  T o r o n t o  8 7 6
M o o s o n e e  16
M u s k o k a  60
N i p i s s i n g  40
N o r t h  S h o r e  77
N o r t h u m b e r l a n d  & N e w c a s t l e  10 
O t t a w a  3 6 8
O x f o r d  80
P a r r y  S o u n d  4
P e e l  - 94
P e r t h  85
P e t e r b o r o u g h  1 4 9
P r e s c o t t - R u s s e l l  14
R a i n y  R i v e r - F o r t  F r a n c e s  34 
R e d  L a k e  8
R e n f r e w  9 1
S a u l t  S t e .  M a r i e  2 4 3
S c o t l a n d  30
S i m c o e  1 2 8
Stormont, Dundas & Glengarry 67 
S u d b u r y  7
V i c t o r i a - H a l i b u r t o n  1 3 3
W a t e r l o o  4 0 9
W e l l i n g t o n  28
Y o r k  R e g i o n  22
1 0 - 1 2 / 1 3  ...............  3 3 0
S p e c i a l  .......................  5 8 1
A d m i n i s t r a t i o n   ..........  2 1 6
A c a d e m i c  C r e d i t  ............ 4 2 8 5
G r a d u a t e  (3098)
U n d e r g r a d u a t e  (1187)
I n c o m p l e t e  ..........  79
U n g r a d e d  ......................  85
W i t h d r a w a l  ....................  32
-18
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u0)
l l
CNIARIO 1982 
(as of 82.07.01)
(Sample:
EXCELLENT
3795)
GOOD FAIR POOR NO RESPONSE
q.2 1. H o w  do you rate Project 
TEACH? 2696 . 
(71.02)
1036
(27.32)
23
(0.62)
0 40
(1.12)
q.3 2 • How do you rate the 
compentency of the
3139
(82.72)
613
(16.22)
11
(0.32)
0 32
(0.82)
Instructor?
Ho w  do you rate Project TEACH as compared with other professional training 
you have had?
Best 1306 (34.42)
Among the Best 2112 (55.72)
Comparable 280 (7.42)
Not As Good 9 (0.22)
No Response 88 (2.32)
Conservatively, 
you foresee as
how much of an Increase In < 
a result of taking Project T
Less than 202 263 (6.92)
20 - 392 951 (25.12)'
40 - 592 810 (21.32)'
60 - 792 675 (17.82)
80 - 1002 359 (9.52)
No response 737 (19.42)
46.4Z 20-60 average: 4CZ
O N TA R IO  
PUBLIC SCHOOL 
M E N  TEACHERS* 
FED ER A TIO N
Se3dtb£alSLSS?^
lywKj
AN AFFILIATE OF THE ONTARIO t p ^c HERS* FEDERATION
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COMPARATIVE SUMMARY OF FINDINGS FROM PROJECT T . E .A. C . H ./ALBERTA S*TUDY
Comparison with Other Internal comparisons
St u dies ____________
Q. TCPIC
•o•
6)a
Iowa Chio
Whole Crades
Teaching
Experience
Teacher
Status
P-l dl Soon. Ont. Croup Sex Taught P.T. 1-5 0-10 11-15 lb+ R. S. A.
1. Incrcascd understanding and proficiency in:
i.l Ccmunlcating with students(verbal skills) S S ★ S D * 93.87. S S D S s S S S D S
1.2 Resolving problems(verbal skills) * s * S ★ * 92.17. S S S S s S S S D S
1.3 Dealing with confrontation * ★ * S D * 89.05: S S S s s S S S D S
1.4 Reducing* confrontation * s * ★ D * 86.27. S S S s s S S D D D
1.5 Using humour in the classroom * ★ * s * * 57.1% S S D D D D D S S D
1.6 Counselling with parents/sturdents * * * * * * 78.07. S S S S S S S D D D
1.7 Croup dynamics * * ★ * * * 73.27. S S S S S S 9 D D D
1.8 Discipline decision making(Power judgement) * * * D D ★ 80.2% S S S S S S S D D D
2. Overall course rating * * S D * D 54.87. s. s S S S S S S D S
3. Instructor rating * ■k s D •k D 70.97. s s S S s S S S D S
4. Instructor descriptors * * s D * * 59.7% * * * * ★ * * * * *
5. Rating Project TEACH carpared to other 
professional training * * ★ D ■k D 18.47. s s D < s s D s S S D
6. Project TEAQI compared to: s * ★ **> ■k * ★ ★ * ★ ★ ★ ★ it * * *
7. E ffect on Teaching s s s S s * 94.1% ★ ★ * ★ ★ * * * * *
8. Increase in effectiveness estimate s * s * ★ D 11.0% ★ ★ * * ★ * ★ * * *
lll_jFollow-up of willingness * k ? $ ★ * 59.17, ★ * * ■k * * * ★ ★ *
Code: S = similar D = different * » rot caiparable or not conpared % = percentage giving most positve ►“*
response oo
A
p
p
e
n
d
i
x
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ABSTRACT
This project evaluates the impact of an instructional 
program (Project T.E.A.C.H.j designed to help teachers 
improve their effectiveness in classroom management, control, 
and discipline, and thereby enhance student learning, 
j Previous and numerous evaluations of the program have
yielded consistent and positive results. However, these 
| evaluations have taken place at the conclusion of the
instructional phase of the program. This project provides
l
i a formal evaluation one year after instruction to determine
; .the long-term effects of the course on teacher behaviour.
A questionnaire was mailed to 350 teachers throughout
the province of B.C., and at the time of the project deadline 
«•
21% had been returned. ( 35 reiuenes) 
j Results showed that teachers who take the course
consider it a valuable resource which promotes increased self 
awareness and self-analysis, improved ability to relate 
positively to students, and increased effectiveness in 
interperonal relationships through the use of verbal skills. 
Many participants felt that more opportunity for coached • 
prartira.^ n d  a follow-up component would further increase 
the effectiveness of the course.
Recommendations concerning modifications are suggested.
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British Columbialeachers' Federation
Executive Director, R.M. 8uzza 223S Burrard Street, Vancouver, BC V6J 3H9 Telephone 731-8121
May 10, 1982
Dear Project T.E.A.C.H. Participant,
I
I know that this is a very busy time for all teachers, and that 
you have more than enough to do. Even so, I am going to ask 
—  you to take a few minutes of your time to fill out the enclosed
questionnaire.
I am on a leave from the Kamloops school district this year, 
working on an M.Ed. program at the Uhiversity of Victoria.
Part of my program consists of doing an evaluation project.
Because I have been involved with Project T.E.A.C.H. as a course 
instructor for the past three years, and am very interested in the 
course, I have decided to try to evaluate some aspects of Project 
T.E.A.C.H. as it is operating in B.C.
The questionnaire is an attempt to find answers to some concerns 
S' . expressed by Project T.E.A.C.H. instructors and participants in
this province.
With the help of Project T.E.A.C.H. instructors and participants 
from throughout B.C. I have identified three areas of major concern 
to those of us who have been involved with Project T.E.A.C.H. These 
areas are? concerns about the effects of the course, concerns relating 
to internalising and using the skills, and concerns about the effect­
iveness of the skills.
You are the only people in a position to answer these concerns 
about Project T.E.A.C.H. skills, and say whether they have proved 
useful and effective for you in the classroom setting over time.
So please take a few minutes to read the questionnaire and either 
agree cr disagree with the statements provided.
X will use the information that you provide to compile a handbook 
of the questions most frequently asked about Project T.E.A.C.H. 
and the answers to these questions -as provided by you, the course 
participants.
2...
(
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Project T.E.A.C.H. Participants 
March 2 2 ,  1982_____________________
Results of this evaluation project will be available to you 
through the B.C.T.F. by the end of this school year.
Please send completed surveys to me by April 2 ,  1 9 8 2 , in the 
stamped, self-addressed envelope provided.
Thanks very much for your help.
Yours truly,
Pat Somers
PD 8 2 -0 2 7 4 A 
R .R . PD 8 2 -0 1 5 9 A  
May 1 0 , 1982
PS :BR
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British ColumbiaTeachers' Federation
Executive Director, R.M. Buzza 2235 Burrard Street, Vancouver, SC V6J 3H9 Telephone 731-8121
PROJECT T.E.A.C.H. SURVEY 
Instructions for Completing the Questionnaire
Before you begin, you may wish to know that this questionnaire is totally 
anonymous. These of you receiving it have been selected on a random 
basis by the B.C.T.F., from the list of all te'achers in B.C. who have 
taken Project T.E.A.C.H.
Your responses, along with those of other teachers from around the 
province, will help me to evaluate whether this course is, indeed 
effective and useful for teachers.
_j The questionnaire is composed of 50 statements about Project T.E.A.C.H.
for you to rate on a scale that goes from "strongly agree" at one end, 
to "strongly disagree" at the other end. Some of the statements you 
i likely will agree with, while others will not at all express your
views about your experience with Project T.E.A.C.H.
j Please place each statement somewhere on a four point scale to indicate
i your degree of agreement or disagreement with the statement as it is
r  j given.
Circles
n
1. if you STRONGLY AGREE
2. if you AGREE SOMEWHAT
3 . if you DISAGREE SOMEWHAT
4. if you STRONGLY DISAGREE
Any additional comments you may have regarding the effects of Project 
T.E.A.C.H. on either yourself or your students, and comments on the 
effectiveness of the skills for you will be appreciated. Space is 
provided at the end of the questionnaire for these comments.
Please return the completed questionnaire in the envelope provided.
In order for the handbook about Project T.E.A.C.H. to be completed 
this school year, all questionnaires should be returned by May £3, 
1982.
PD-82 0274A
R.R. PD 82-159A 1
May 10, 1982
PSsBP
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PROJECT T.E.A.C.H. QUESTIONNAIRE
Please circle the number which indicates your degree of agreement 
or disagreement with the following statements:
.1. strongly agree
2. agree
3. disagree
4. strongly disagree
1. I took Project T.E.A.C.H. because I was feeling a 1 2  3 4
lot of stress as a result of dealing with student
problems in the classroom.
2. I took Project T.E.A.C.H. because it was recommended 1 2  3 4
to me by a friend.
3. I decided to take Project T.E.A.C.H. because the 1 2  3 4
advertising I read indicated that the course would
help me to deal more effectively with discipline 
problems.
4. I,decided to take Project T.E.A.C.H. because I am 1 2  3 4
always looking for ways I can improve as a teacher.
5. Overall, I was satisfied with my effectiveness as 1 2  3 4
a teacher before I took Project T.E.A.C.H.
6. Project T.E.A.C.H. has helped me to be more effec- 1 2  3 4
tive as a teacher.
7. Though I was familiar with most of the Project 1 2 3 4  
T.E.A.C.H. skills before I took the course, I still
found the course useful.
8. Project T.E.A.C.H. introduced me to many skills I 1 2  3 4
had not been taught before.
9. One of the things I liked about Project T.E.A.C.H. 1 2  3 4
was having an opportunity to talk to other teachers
about classroom problems in a structured setting.
10. The skills that we practiced in the role plays are 1 2  3 4
not effective with real students in the classroom
11. I wish that I had taken Project T.E.A.C.H. or some- 1 2  3 4
thing like it earlier in my teaching career - say
as a beginning teacher.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Appendix B.ll
strongly
agree
195
strongly
disagree
rr-'.
12. My students seers more relaxed since X have been 1 2  3 4
using Project T.E.A.C.H. skills with them.
13. It's been such a long time since I've taken Project 1 2 3 4  
T.E.A.C.H. that I hardly remember what the skills
were.
14. I feel much more relaxed in the classroom setting 1 2  3 4
since having taken Project T.E.A.C.H.
15. Learning the Project T.E.A.C.H. skills has not J. 2 3 4
changed things much in my classroom.
16. I wish my Project T.E.A.C.H. group would meet 1 2  3 4
periodically to review the Project T.E.A.C.H
skills. I find it difficult to remember and 
practice on my own.
17. The Project T.E.A.C.H. skills were a good idea 1 2  3 4
but it's so hard to remember them when my students
misbehave.
19. My students were not accepting of changes in me. 1 2  3 4
When I cried the Project T.E.A.C.H. skills, the 
behaviours of some students got worse.
19. I believe my classroom management skills have 1 2  3 4
improved significantly as a result of Project
T.E.A.C.H.
20. I am definitely more accepting of my students' 1 2  3 4
behaviours as a result of Project T.E.A.C.H.
21. The skills taught in Project T.E.A.C.H. are 1 2  3 4
useful, but the course had so much in it,
that there wasn’t time to process all the 
information.
22. The verbal skills taught in Project T.E.A.C.H. are 1 2  3 4
equally useful outside of school. I use them also in 
communicating with family members and friends.
23. I have many fewer confrontations with students now 1 2  3 4
than I did before I took Project T.E.A.C.H.
24. I find myself slipping back into my old habits even 1 2  3 4
though I am aware of the Project T.E.A.C.H. skills.
25. I feel that I have changed personally as a result 1 2  3 4
of learning Project T.E.A.C.H. skills.
3
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26. I have noticed that the students I teach are more 1 2
positive toward each other since I have been using
Project T.E.A.C.H. skills.
•
27. At first I practiced the skills a lot in the class- 1 2
room, but after a few months I found that I just
forgot about them.
29. Taking Project T.E.A.C.H. caused me to examine some 1 2
of the attitudes I had toward my role as a teacher.
29. I am more confident about my teaching skills as a 1 2
result of having taken Project T.E.A.C.H.
30. I am much more able to solve problems, both in and 1 2
out of the classroom, as a result of using the 
P.O.W.E.R. judgement skills.
31. Taking Project T.E.A.C.H. was a waste of my time. 1 2
32. I believe Project T.E.A.C.H. is most useful for 1 2
teachers who have had a few years of teaching 
experience.
33. One thing taking Project T.E.A.C.H. did, was make 1 2
me more aware of what I say to students, and how they
are likely to react to what I say.
34. I was pleased to find out that I had been using many 1 2
of the Project T.E.A.C.H. skills for years.
35. X would recommend Project T.E.A.C.H. to other teachers. 1 2
36. There was too much in Project T.E.A.C.H. for me to 1 2  
integrate it all in such a short time. I wish there
had been some follow up.
37. I believe that the Project T.E.A.C.H. skills have 1 2
improved my ability to establish and maintain rapport
with students.-
38. I would like to meet with a group of other interested 1 2
teachers on a regular basis to share experiences
about classroom concerns.
39. I thought the classroom management skills were 1 2
helpful, but I can't remember the group dynamics
skills well enough to use them.
40. Decause of the verbal skills I learned in Project 1 2
T.E.A.C.H., my interactions with the parents of the 
children I teach are much improved.
196
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41. I'm a lot more likely now to respond to what a
student says or does, rather than to react 
emotionally.
42. Project T.E.A.C.H. promised to reduce my feelings 
of stress in the classroom, and that just hasn't 
happened.
43. Just the way my students have responded so well 
to my use of the Project T.E.A.C.H. skills has 
encouraged me to keep using them.
44. One of the things I liked about Project T.E.A.C.H.
is that it helped me to be aware of the student's
point of view.
| 45. The Project T.E.A.C.H. skills may work for some
teachers, but they d o n ’t work for me.
] 46. The Project T.E.A.C.H. skills helped to make me
I more aware of my strengths as a teacher.
!
f '
47. Project T.E.A.C.H. has given me many more choices 1 2  3 4
of ways to respond to students, especially to
their misbehaviour.
48. I came to know myself better as a result of taking 1 2  3 4
P„roject T.E.A.C.H.
49. Project T.E.A.C.H. promised to increase my effect- 1 2  3 4
iveness as a classroom teacher, and that just has
not happened.
50. One of the things that happened for me as a result 1 2  3 4
of Project T.E.A.C.H. is that I really examined my
attitudes and practices so that I could decide which 
of them I wanted to keep, and which I wanted to 
change.
Please add any comments you may have regarding the effects of Project 
T.E.A.C.H. on either yourself or your students, or comments on the 
effectiveness of the skills for you.
PD 82-0274A 
R.R. PD 82-0159A 
May 10, 1982 
PS.-BR
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Section VII« Summary and Conclusions
Project T.E.A.C.H., a course including verbal skills, 
classroom management strategies, and techniques of teacher 
effectiveness, was evaluated in order to attempt to deter­
mine its impact on the two thousand teachers in this 
province who have been course participants.
Data and comments obtained from a mailed questionnaire 
indicate the following:
1. A majority of teachers who enroll in the course 
are familiar with many of the course skills. They 
appear to be highly motivated teachers who are 
always interested in improving teaching skills and 
strategies.
2. Most participants feel that the Project T.E.A.C.H. 
COURSE is equally useful for beginning teachers 
and those with years of teaching experience.
3. A majority of the participants found the course 
useful and valuable. The verbal skills training 
was particularly appreciated.
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4. The course promotes self awareness and self analysis 
in those teachers who par-ticipate. Involvement in 
the course gives teachers an opportunity to examine 
and evaluate attitudes toward the teaching role
and teaching strategies.
5. While participants value the skills learned in 
Project T.E.A.C.H., they feel that the method of 
presentation reduces the value of the course.
6. A lack of sufficient time for coached p-.ractice
provided in the course makes it difficult or 
impossible for the skills to be internalized by 
many participants. Since the skills never really 
become the teacher's own, they are gradually 
forgotten after the course ends.
7. No follow-up is provided for teachers who have 
taken the course. This is seen by many participants 
as a serious disadvantage which also contributes
to the skills learned being gradually forgotten.
8. The course does improve the skills of many teachers
in relating positively to students.
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9. Having taken Project T.E.A.C.H. does contribute 
to reduced teacher stress for many participants.
10. The verbal skills of the course are successful in 
promoting a change in teacher behaviour in inter­
personal relationships both in and out of the 
classroom for a majority of participants.
Overall, teachers find the course useful and helpful.
It is valued as one resource for teachers seeking self- 
improvement.
At the same time, participants find that the method of 
presentation, the limited opportunity for coached practice 
and the lack of follow-up limit the effectiveness of the 
cours e.
Section VIII: Recommendations
1. That the B.C. Teachers’ Federation continue to sponsor 
Project T.E.A.C.H. as a Professional Development course 
available to teachers throughout British Columbia.
2. That one of the sponsoring agencies, such as the B.C.T.F 
or Performance Learning Systems, design a workshop as a 
follow-up to the Project T.E.A.C.H. skills for those 
teachers who wish to review the skills.
3. That the format of the course be changed slightly to 
allow time for additional coached practice of the skills
4. The Project T.E.A.C.H. instructors be encouraged to 
continue enrolling teachers into the course on the 
basis of self-referral.
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466 Old Hook Road
Suite 2 5 - 26 
Emerson. N.J. 07630  
.12011 599-9800  
(800) 526-4630
Performance Learning 
Systems. Inc.
November 7, 1985
Ms. Donna Miller 
A.T.A. - p.L.s. Instructor 
Graduate Studies 
Faculty of Education 
University of Windsor 
401 Sunset Avenue 
Windsor, Ontario, Canada 
N9B 3P4
Dear Ms. Miller:
With regard to your letter of October 23, 1985, we are pleased to give 
you our permission and approval to proceed with your formal proposal for 
analyzing the Alberta Project T.E.A.C.H. courses from completed 
evaluations.
We look forward to reviewing your research proposal as well as the 
results of your project.
Cordially,
Director of Instruction
SB/ala
(iunifuitni Ihr  "»?/7 t*l Irtwlunti
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Performance Learning Systems, Inc.
14978 Echo Ridge Drive 
Nevada City, California 95959 
(916) 265-9066 • (800) 262-6264
Ms. Donna Miller 
2528 Riverside Drive, West 
Windsor, Ontario 
N9B 1B3
November 7, 1985
Dear Donna:
Thank you for your letter and the compliment on the teach 
course.
Before I send you the research data I want to ask first 
whether it is relevent.
About ten years ago the Iowa State Education Association 
did a survey of our courses and a few years later the Ohio 
State Education Association attempted a study which ran 
about $18,000. The Ontario Public School Foundation has 
annual updates and there are probably studies that I will 
have to look into.
Also, Tedd Buttel of Ottumwa, Iowa did his doctorial thesis 
on the transfer in-school usage.
If you want any of the above, simply address your letter 
to Ellen Dougherty, Performance Learning Systems, 466 Old 
Hook Road, Emerson, NJ, 07630 she is in our Westwood office. 
I know that we have copies there in our files.
You made a mention as to the newsletter, Cohesive Internal 
Training, and to a school based masters degree. I am 
presently writing a book that is approaching the editing 
stage that I will send you a pre-publicated copy of, if you 
in turn will send me back comments on clarity. It will 
be mailed before December 1, 1985. It is a way to have 
another person read it and make comments in the margins.
tfn> craft of loocfiino
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Donna Miller 
November 7, 19 85 
Page 2
As to your comment, "That I would make an important 
source in this topic" I probably am and yet you have 
to know that the academic people that you are writing 
for probably do not look with great seriousness at a 
training designer who just goes out and trains teachers 
how to train. I suppose I am not abstract enough, nor 
do I have the proper pedigree.
I would be very interested in reading your paper when 
you complete it. The research is very clear; the only 
way teachers can internalize effective practices i$ inji„ 
skills training with coaching and congruant positive 
school policy and every licenced personnel being trained 
in the same system from top to bottom.
Actually, any other way of training effective practices 
has various degrees of malpractice associated with it, 
including the way we teach our courses. The problem 
is that we have a masters in and a 60 hour incentive 
system generating enrollment.
If you want a pre-published copy of my book for your 
editing and advise, please contact me or Suzanne Tribby 
at our office in California.
-Sincerely,
be Hasenstab 
President
JH/sct
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Ontario Public School Teachers' Federation
m 1260 Bay Street Toronto, Ontario M5R 2B7 Telephone (416) 928-1128
November 22, 1985
Ms. Donna J. Miller,
2585 Riverside Dr. West,
Windsor, Ontario,
N9B 1B3.
Dear Donna:
I was quite interested to learn of your intention 
regarding an evaluation of Project TEACH in Alberta.
Each year we prepare a summary of evaluations for 
all credit courses. In this regard, I am pleased to 
enclose a copy of the report which was submitted to our 
Provincial Assembly.
I do hope that you will find this information helpful 
and interesting for your purposes.
Yours sincerely,
Claude S. Bell, 
Executive Assistant
CSB/yav
Encl.
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223S BURRARD STREET, 
VANCOUVER, BRITISH COLUMBIA. 
V6J3H9
TELEPHONE (6041 731-8121 
Executive Director 
R.M. Buzz*
December 11, 1985
Donna Miller
2585 Riverside Drive West, 
Windsor Ontario 
N9B 183
Dear Donna:
In reply to your letter to Nancy Flodin, November 20, 1985 - there has 
been an evaluation of Project TEACH done in B.C. It was done in 1982 
by Pat Somers for the University of Victoria, Department of Psychological 
Foundations, submitted to Dr. Rey Carr, for Education 598.
If you want to get in touch with either Rey Carr or Pat Somers, here 
are their addresses:
Dr. Rey Carr,
Faculty of Education 
Extension
University of Victoria 
P.O. Box 1700 
Victoria, B.C.
V8W 2Y2
Pat Somers
#22 931 Gleneagles Drive 
Kamloops, B.d.
V2E 1K4
I hope this is of help to you.
Yours sincerely,
Bridget Roberts 
Professional Development
Telephone: H: 721-7211
Telephone: H: 374-3917
S: 376-2205
S'*
Vi
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Appendix C
w  W  e.'Ti l)aOi.\Kert w 
P  r ^
HbO G U  H cct
E  r*^ e_C' Jc.\ ^ Ni .A
U.'S.fS- 
o"71
vj Ve-vvv^
^  \*\A'Cu r . Q,\\. 
'6>3
Aarv. 15, \H2k
~D 4-iA.r :\\
K cv <vk vjco r^>».- Vl\e_ AwVci s o  w h AMt-. *5<e.,-cV *v%«- V o AoVe..
v>N^  ■S Vu c\ V| o.-s vV o ^ jV T-£ . f^ .c_.H •
\ WciS<£_ w \o r « . e.'s'tT’S' “Ha y>^ cx.We_ oV" 'yov-' \
\ )  \A iK o .re  t-s  Ao -ry_pV\ /7 )J z  S -/.\^ £ ^ c y ^
\ 'c l ap^>rejG >a.te. 4v .\ <rvA A  r-e_\rxr 'V  . *-fy (s ? 7 /
3^) V tW ic  •—o nr»<v>tA.*'\ &A Oc^  '>"o » y x \ \V o r  Co A oft ~VKq_ C j_.*>*m£_cV»'*--A
tAs^oe . -sVoAxj «*«- T-e.A-c-kt. I to-v¥ vV (. I'A cvppniG.uK
CirvA ca\JTc Ci. C w a ’V a A ’ tXcXAre-jS' -V=a,—
02/ O:
(U~ /&&
*>") \  v^c^VA '^W.e_ Vo V\«A.viet c\ C_ovvn^Vfe.Vti. \ C i  V c>V *a\V Vlr\e_ -»'V ^ 'V e .^  
poo s«rve<i'.r  ^ o  ^ V v  /  c-*A\e.ty» o r  eAi;?«>t »oV»o(YS ~oKo 
CvV<2- v^njwXvJoA »/\ O J- v ~V*E 'V C. »i • . xlSJ ^.^-7 f f/
^ - 4-xooC C4>3-S i ^ T a . \C i ' .  \-s yA0 c_V\ Ci.'^c*?. o » cvVe.A V
•sVoAxj ('e.
a . » \ c t K e - r  f -j p ' « c r o e _  /
't'KcL. C_o o ^vee-'Vic oV i^^rsm
c _ -
o . „'xi
>i
UoVwv(,
•Oii *\<r. *d .'e\.VJ
M  cfcL^
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Appendix C
210
U N IV ER SITY  OF VICTORIA Department of Psychological Foundations
in Education 
721-7799
RO. BOX 1700. VICTORIA. BRITISH COLUMBIA. CANADA V8W 2Y2 
TELEPHONE (604) 721-7211. TELEX 049-7222
January 16, 1986
Donna Miller
2585 Riverside Drive W.
Windsor, Ontario 
N9B IB3
Dear Ms. Miller:
Pat Somer's did an excellent job on her evaluation of Pro­
ject T.E.A.C.H. and I'm sure it would be a valuable resource 
for your evaluation. We can send you a copy but we will have 
to charge for copying costs which will be $8.40.
If you could send this amount in a cheque made out to the 
University of Victoria we will be able to mail you a copy 
immediately.
Sincerely,
Rey A. Carr, Ph.D. 
Associate Professor
RAC/ms
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B.C.Teachers’^ e"deration
(604) 731-8121, 1-800-663-9163 2235 Burrard Street. Vancouver. BC, V6J 3H9
January 21, 1986
Donna Miller 
2585 Riverside Drive W. 
Windsor Ontario 
N9B 1B3
Dear Donna,
Sorry for the delay! Here is Pat's new address in Kamloops (I didn't 
know she had moved).
Pat Somers
2271 Crescent Drive
Kamloops, B.C.
V2C 4J7
Hope this is not too late.
Sincerely,
Bridget Roberts 
P.D. Division.
Ve
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Ontario Public School Teachers' Federation
1260 Bay Street 
Toronto, Ontario M5R 2B7 
Telephone (416) 928-1128
February 26, 19 86.
Ms. Donna Miller,
2585 Riverside Dr. West,
Windsor, Ontario,
N9B 1B3.
Dear Donnas
In response to your enquiry, I am enclosing the statistics 
on Project TEACH enrolment, distribution of participants and 
related data.
This is the information which we included in our report 
to the Provincial Assembly in August, 1985.
You will note that the figures are cumulative. We will 
be preparing similar information for next summer's Assembly.
You can let me know if you would like to have a copy when the 
information becomes available.
For additional information on PLS Project TEACH, you might 
wish to contact Ms. Ellen Dougherty, Performance Learning Systems, 
Inc., 466 Old Hook Road, Suite 25-26, Emerson, New Jersey 07630.
Dave Lennox and I were in New Jersey recently to meet with 
Joe Hasenstab, and I related to Ellen your research studies in 
Project TEACH.
I hope that you are enjoying' your stay in Windsor. When 
do you plan to return to your beautiful province?
Very best wishes in your studies.
CSB/yav
Encl.
cc: D. Lennox
I I I F n n  W H R I  » r  n P A U . Y  C O U N T S
Yours sincerely,
JUL-*-------
Claude S. Bell, 
Executive Assistant.
Appendix C
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VITA AUCTORIS
Donna was born Donna Joan Garen on May 5, 1948 
in Chatham, Ontario. She began school at Victor 
Lauriston in Chatham, then continued at Mountview 
Elementary, Eastview Junior High and Lindsay Thurber 
Comprehensive High School in Red Deer, Alberta. She 
finished high school in Windsor, Ontario, attending 
Walkerville and Vincent Massey Collegiate Institutes.
She received her first degree as Donna Jorgensen 
at the University of Windsor in 1970, a B.A. in 
Sociology.
She received her B.S.W. from University of 
Calgary in 1975, and her B.Ed. from the University of 
Windsor in 1978.
As Donna Miller she expects to receive her M.Ed. 
in October, 1986.
Donna has three daughters. She has worked both 
as a social worker and teacher.
Donna is a member of the PLS-ATA instructor cadre.
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